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INQUIRY INTO THE POLICIES, PROCEDURE, AND PRO- 
GRAM INVOLVING GRANTING OF CERTIFICATES OF 
NECESSITY AND DEFENSE LOANS 


MONDAY, MARCH 19, 1951 


House or REPRESENTATIVES, 
SUBCOMMITTEE ON GOVERNMENT OPERATIONS 
OF THE COMMITTEE ON EXPENDITURES 
IN THE Executive DEPARTMENTS, 
Washington, dD. ¢; 

The subcommittee met, pursuant to call, at 10:10 a. m., in room 346, 
Old House Office Building, Representative Porter Hardy, Jr., pre- 
siding. 

Present: Representatives Hardy, Bolling, Shelley, Lantaff, Hoff- 
man, Riehlinan, and Meader. 

Also present: Ralph E. Casey, counsel for the subcommittee. 

Mr. Harpy. Let the hearing come to order. 

Let the record show that a quorum is present. 

I think I ought to make a brief statement concerning this hearing. 
Under the Legislative Reorganization Act of 1946 the Committee on 
Expenditures is charged with the duty and the responsibility of exam- 
ining Government operations at all levels with a view to determining 
economy and efficiency. That is a major function assigned to this 
subcommittee. 

Shortly after the outbreak of the Korean War, and with the pros- 
pect that appropriations of billions of dollars would become necessary 
in the strengthening of our national defense, Chairman Dawson as- 
signed to this subcommittee the responsibility of studying all aspects 
of expenditures under the national defense appropriations. 

In line with that responsibility, this subcommittee has concentrated 
its efforts on these phases of national defense expenditures when action 
now, either by the departments or by the Congress, will prevent un- 
necessary expenditures of public funds. If possible, we want to close 
the door before the horse is gone. 

The first logical step in that direction is to try to make sure that as 
many as possible of the mistakes of the last war are not repeated this 
time. By their very nature, certificates of necessity—and I hope 
testimony here today will amplify this—will have a profound effect 
on the cost of our defense program and on our national economy for 
years to come. 

With this thought in mind, the staff of this subcommittee was 
directed early this year to make a study of the practices and proce- 
dures under which certificates of necessity were and are being issued 
in the current emergency. 
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About the middle of Janu: wv an intorm: al meeting was hel Ls at which 
representatives of the Various agencies concerned with these certifie: ates 
gave the membe rs of this cahenmaaiiian some idea of the prob lems that 
are involved. The paramount impression gathered by the members of 
the subcommittee at that meeting was that there was a tremendous 
amount of money involved in the granting of these certificates of 
necessity. 

It was pointed out that during the period from December 1, 1950, to 
January 15, 1951, there had been almost 1,600 applications for certifi- 
cates of necessity, totaling an amount of something over $5, TO00,000,000, 
Of these applications, 205 had been granted, and the amount repre- 
sented by those 205 was approximately S1.800 000000, 

During that same period 214 loan applications were received for 
amounts totaling approximately $1,000,000,000, 

The hearings opened tod: iy are designed primarily to ascertain the 
general policies and principles being followed in the approval of 
Salinas of necessity and the granting of loans under section 302 
of the Defense Production Act. 

We may Inquire also into the facts of spec ifie cases primarily to 
ascertain whether these principles and policies are being followed 
and whether or not the principles and policies and procedures may 
Justify some scrutiny and some revision, 

Now. we invited this morning representatives from Mr. Wilson’s 
oftice, from General Harrison’s office, and from the RFC. I think 
perhaps we ought to start off with the representative from Mr. Wil- 
son’s office. Mr. Wilson himself wasn’t able to be here. 

Mr. Howse and Mr. Bergson. I believe, are voing to represent Mr. 
Wilson. Will you gentlemen come forward and any others you may 
want to bring with you. 

I think first we probably ought to get as clear an understanding as 
we can of the part which Mr. Wilson’s office plays, first of all, with 
respect to certificates of necessity, and then we may want to do the 
same thing with respect to defense production loans. 

[ think we ought to establish the relationship between the different 
agencies and the function which each agency performs in connection 
with these two programs. So perhaps the best thing to do, Mr. Howse. 
you and Mr. Bergson, whichever you prefer, just give us a little 
picture of your activities in this fiel 1, and if you do that, the subeom- 
mittee will be grateful to you. 


STATEMENT OF ALFRED E. HOWSE, ASSISTANT TO THE DIRECTOR, 
OFFICE OF DEFENSE MOBILIZATION ; ACCOMPANIED BY HERBERT 
G. BERGSON, GENERAL COUNSEL, OFFICE OF DEFENSE MOBILIZA- 
TION 


Mr. Howse. Mr. Hardy, I will be glad to approach this in any way 
you suggest. I have, however, a brief statement prepared which 
presumably answers not only that question but serves as an introduc- 
tion to the entire question you are approaching this morning. 

Mr. Harpy. That is fine. Identify yourself for the record. How 
long is vour statement ? 

Mr. Howse. About 214 pages. 
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Mr. Harpy. That is fine. Identify yourself for the record and then 
proceed with your statement. 

Mr. Howse. Iam A. E. Howse, assistant to Mr. Wilson, the Director 
of the Office of Defense Mobilization. I have here a prepared state- 
ment. 

Preparation of adequate defense requires the immediate production 
of war weapons and the sup porting equipment necessary to meet the 
approved plans of the Defense Department for our own forces and also 
for the military support of our allies in accordance with such agree 
ments as have been or as may be concluded. Such a program will 
require as wide a spread of contracts as possible across industry in 
order that we may obtain a sufficiently broad industrial base. 

The immediate need for military and related end items is of the 
utmost urgency, and their production will require some expansion of 
facilities and some additional provisions for increasing the supply of 
raw material. However, a determined effort must be made to avoid 
waste of money and material resulting from the creation of unneces- 
sary additional facilities. Machine tools now on hand in the national 
economy may be sufficient to process all material now available, and 
each additional facility included in the defense program will add to 
the demands for material already in short supply. 

Asa consequense of the defense program and the attractive financing 
arrangements which necessarily result therefrom, it is inevitable that 
many large programs will be submitted in allied fields which have in 
view the strengthening of the general economy to sustain a maximum 
war effort. Each of these programs must be strutinized with great 
care. With rare exception, only those programs required for the im- 
mediate support of the present military end item program should be 
placed under way now, and their continuation to support a maximum 
war need should await the meeting of present needs. Otherwise, con- 
flicting programs are certain to delay rather than to hasten the accom- 
plishment of the over-all objective. 

Accelerated tax amortizations are certified under authority of sec- 
tion 124A of the Revenue Act of 1950. Certifications performed by 
NSRB prior to January 25, 1951, are now within the jurisdiction of 
the Defense Production Administration. 

Loans under the authority of section 301 of the Defense Production 
Act of 1950 may be guaranteed in whole or in part by certain guaran- 
teeing agencies designated either in the act or subsequently by Exee- 
utive order. Guaranteeing agencies at the present time are Army, 
Navy, Air Force, Agriculture, Commerce, General Services Adminis- 
tration, Atomic Energy Commission, National Advisory Committee 
for Aeronautics, Government Printing Office, and the Department of 
the Interior whose operations include Petroleum Administration for 
Defense, Solid Fuels Administration, Defense Minerals Administra- 
tion, Defense Electric Power Administration, and Defense Fisheries 
Administration. 

Loans under the authority of sections 302 and 303 of the Defense 
Production Act of 1950 may be made as direct loans in order to expe- 
dite production or services essential to the defense effort. Such loans 
may be for the expansion of capacity, the development of technologi- 
cal processes, the exploration and mining of strategic metals and 
minerals, and the purchase of strategic and critical materials. 
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At the present time direct loans, guaranteed loans, and accelerated 
tax-amortization certificates are approved independently of each other 
under policies not applicable to all agencies concerned. Applicants 
may be granted any one or all the above financial aids. 

The Office of Defense Mobilization has requested the General Ac- 
counting Office to use the experience of World War II and therefrom 
to de ve lop suggestions for an orderly progr am of cle fense le nding. 
Such a study is now virtually completed on an informal basis. 

On Februar \ 14. 1951. the Offic e of Defense Mobilization established 
certain policies at the Defense Mobilization Board meeting and asked 

Defense Production Administration to develop policies and pro- 
cedures to insure that- 

|. Procurement practices will result in placement of contracts in 
consideration of contractors’ ability to produce, manpower supply, 
and adequacy of existing facilities. 

2. Facilities expansion not be approved on an indiscriminate or 
“first come, first served” basis and especially if existing capacity is 

vailable elsewhere. 

». Industry not be permitted to integrate at expense of existing 
capacity or in excess of available material or supply. 

The entire question of financial aids- —namely, tax amortizations, 
guaranteed loans. direct loans, et cetera—be considered within the 
framework of a single responsibility in order to achieve uniform ad- 
ministration without duplication. 

5. Direct loans be reduced to the minimum, and that they be avail- 
able only as last resort in those instances where financial aid is not 
obtainable otherwise. 

6. The practice of advance payments and partial payments be 
curtailed sharply and such assistance be used only in those cases where 
financial aid is not obtainable otherwise. 

7. Guaranteed loans be restricted primarily to working capital 
loans and/or short-term capital loans. 

8. Caution be exercised to avoid bail-outs especially in connection 
with provisions of Public Law 921 amending title II of the first War 
Powers Act, 1941, whereby procurement contracts may be amended. 

2. Extreme care be exerce ised t O avoid the expansion of develop- 
ment of marginal producers, especially in those industries where ex- 
isting capacity or production is adequate. 

10. Caution be aod ised not to expand those marginal facilities 
or industries which may require additional or continuing subsidies 
thus providing a further strain on the stabilization efforts. 

11. Extreme care be taken to avoid excessive facility amortizations 
being included in purchase price of articles procured. 

Mr. Harpy. That is the end of your statement? 

Mr. Howse. That is the end of the statement. 

Mr. Harpy. You have enumerated 11 points, I believe. Now I am 
not sure that I can keep all of those in my mind, but as you went along 
they appeared to me to represent pretty sound policy, but what is the 
responsibility of your Office in connection with the policies which 
you have outlined? Do you just formulate the policy and then the 
other agenc ies operate sup yposedly within the framework of those 
olicies ¢ 


Mr. Howse That is correct. 
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Mr. Harpy. And have those policies been given to the other agen- 
cies involved and are they ‘Gesteee ghly familiar with those policies / 

Mr. Howser. Well. Mr. C hairman, I can sav the policy has been 
adopted—has been laid down by the Office of Defense Mobilization, 
has been passed on to the constituent agencies. IT am not in a position 
to determine their familiarity with the policy. I can only assume 
they are thoroughly familiar with it. 

Mr. Harpy. What if any part does your of 
whether these policies are being followed ¢ 

Mr. Howser. Well asa practical matter our determination in that 
respect is pretty well limited to the establishment of the policy. Sub- 
sequently, after the constituent agencies have had time to develop a 
policy, we either take it upon ourse Ives in an informal manner to in- 
quire or, if sooner some questions or arguments come back to us, we 
then take it upon ourse slves to determine what has been done. 

Mr. Harpy. Does your office a with any individual : ip 
plication for a loan or for a certificate of necessity ¢ 

Mr. Howser. We do not. Mr. Cha urmanh We don even see them. 
We would have no way of knowing who is app ly Ing, "ia they were 
applying for; don’t process the applications in any way. We have 
asked the Defense Production Administration subsequent to the 
establishment of this policy, which was established incidentally as 
soon as it was feasible afte Ger eral Harrison was confirmed by the 
Senate—— 

Mr. Harpy. The policy was promulgated February 14; is that 
correct / 

Mr. Howse. That is correct. We have asked DPA to furnish us 
on a monthly basis an over-all statement of the loans, financial aids, 
and dollar amounts on them. We do not attempt and feel it is not a 
function of our office to delve into the details of the loans, 

Mr. Harpy. They don’t give you any listing of the companies to 
whom loans were made? 

Mr. Howse. Well, 1 think they are available to us if we asked for 
them. 

Mr. Harpy. You haven’t asked for them ? 

Mr. Howse. We haven't asked for them. 

Mr. Harpy. What is the amount of guaranteed loans authorized ? 
Would that be in your outfit or would that be a question more appro- 
priately addressed to General Harrison ¢ 

Mr. Howse. Mr. Chairman, I can answer that question, but I think it 
is more appropriate that those replies come from— 

Mr. Harpy. The details of these matters then should be taken up 
with him rather than with your — 

Mr. Howse. That is correct, 

Mr. Harpy. Any ee sok members of the committee? Do 
you have anything, Mr. Casey / 

Mr. Casey. Mr. Howse, are these policies that were announced on 
February 14, 1951, inconsistent in any way with the policies that had 
been followed since the beginning of the certificate-of necessity 
program ¢ ; 

Mr. Howse. Mr. Case V5 the y were. 

Mr. Casey. Can you spec ify which numbers in these i items were, 
in your opinion, inconsistent with the existing factors 


lice play in determining 
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Mr. Howser. Well that is a difficult question to answer, Mr. Casey, 
because, to be completely candid about it, we are not familiar with all 
the poli ies and procedures which were followed prior to this time. 

Mr. Casey. How about No. 27 

Mr. Harpy. What is No. 2? 

Mr. Casry (reading): 

Facilities expansion not be approved on an indiscriminate or “first come, 
first served” basis and especially if existing capacity is available elsewhere. 

Mr. Howse. Mr. Casey, may I answer you this way and without 
attempting toe -vade the question, beeause I would have to say to you 
categorically that such policies and procedures that may have pre- 
ceded this policy announcement. I think, were not at that time and 
ce rtainly are not now known enough to me in detail that I can answer. 


Whethe e this = i} wonsistent or pot, | don't know: we thought this 
was « pretty good policy to start with, 
Mr. Casey. Would this question be more appropriately addressed 


to the eres ‘le that actually were operating under this program since 
Its Inception ¢ 

Mr. Howser. I believe so. I would say. generally speaking, Mr. 
Chairman, if I may interpolate a moment here, we are completely 
in accord with the opening statement you made, in which you said it 
was not proposed that the mistakes of World War II be repeated if we 
could help it, and the policies herein est: ablished represent in our 
considered opinion adequi ite consideration of the experience of World 
War Li, and we believe that, if these policies are implemented ae 
ike and are followed, most of the unhappy experiences in World Wa 
I] will be prevented from recurring. 

Mr. Harpy. In substance you don’t know whether these policies are 
being followed or not ? 

Mr. Howser. That is correct: yes, sir. 

Mr. Harpy. What is your relationship with the National Security 
Resources Board / 

Mr. Howser. Well. I am not trying to dodge that question either, 
Mr. Hardy. I don’t understand it. 

Mr. Harpy. You mean you don’t understand it? 

Mr. Howse. I don’t understand the question. 

Mr. Harpy. I want to know what is the relationship between Mr. 
Wilson’s office and the National Security Resources Board. Whose re- 
sponsibility is what? Is it the same? Are you all the same outfit? 

Mr. Howse. Well as you know, the National Security Resources 
Board was established sometime in the past. : 

Mr. Harpy. It was established, I think, under the Unification Act 
originally. 

Mr. Howse. Yes. The Office of Defense Mobilization was estab- 
lished, I think, in — rv of 1950. That office took over a good 
many, or was assigned a good many, of the functions formerly per- 
formed by NSRB. Most of the functions in turn were delegated to the 
Defense Production Administration or the other constituent agencies 
comprising the defense effort. We have no relationship in ODM at 
the present time with NSRB that Lam aware of. 

Mr. Harpy. In other words, there is no interrelationship bet ween 
the two agencies at all. You have simply taken over some of the 
NSRB’s functions: is that right 7 
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Mr. Howse. Well that is not exac tly « correct, either. 

Mr. Harpy. Then can you clear me up on that / 

Mr. Howser. Mr. Bergson thinks he ean. 

Mr. Brereson. I don’t know whether I can, but I can try. 

As you know, Mr. Chairman, NSRB, as you indicated, was estab- 
lished as a result of the Unification Act. When Executive Orde 
No. 10161, which was the first major order under the Defense Pro 
duction Act, was promulgated, NSRB was elven certain coordinatil o 
functions. 

In December, I think December 16, Executive Order 10193 was 
promulgated. That is the order which set up the Office of Defense 
Mobilization and gave it general supervisory direction, control, au 
thority over the entire defense production effort. 

Mr. Harpy. So that the ODM then has super isOry control over the 
National Security Resources Board ¢ 

Mr. Berason. By that order, so far as the National Security Re- 
sources Board Defense Production Act functions were concerned, 
it did. 

Subsequently an additional Executive order was promulgated, 
Executive Order 10200. which took from the National Security Re 
sources Board its operating and coordinating functions which it had 
under 10161, and put them in the Defense Production Administration. 
So that at the present time the functions of NSRB are confined pri- 
marily to their statutory functions, which are set out in the Unifiea 
tion Act, and their function so far as the Defense Production Act has 
been transferred to the Defense Production Administration. 

Mr. Harpy. To what extent are they duplicating / 

Mr. Bercson. They are not dup licated. 

Mr. Harpy. Not in any respect 4 

Mr. Bercson. Not that lamaware of. 

Mr. Harpy. So that the statutory functions set up in the Unifica- 
tion Act for NSRB do not duplicate the statutory functions which 
the ODM derives from the Defense Production Act 7 

Mr. Bercson. I don’t believe so: no. 

Mr. Harpy. Well how do vou all get along? Do you work together ? 

Mr. BERGSON. Well we vet along very well. We don't have to work 
together particularly because they are operating in one field and 
are operating in another 

Mr. Harpy. It would seem to me to be difficult to completely sepa- 
rate the field of activities. 

Mr. Brercson. Lam aware of no difficulty. 

Mr. Harpy. I certainly am glad to hear that. 

Are there any questions along that line é 

Mr. Howse. I might add for the clarification of the committee. if 
you will permit me 

Mr. Harpy. I would like to be further clarified. I am not very 
clear. 

Mr. Howse. In this particular respect my understanding is that the 
personnel formerly assigned to NSRB in connection with tax amor- 
tizations have been reassigned now to the Defense Production 
Administration. 

Mr. Harpy. Let me put it another way so you can understand what 
I am trying to get at. I asked you a while ago whether your Office 
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had at ytl ing to do with any spec itic loan or app lication for certificate 
of necessity, and I think your answer was in the negative. 

Mr. Howser. That is correct. 

Mr. Harpy. Do you know whether either your Office or the NSRB 
_ ever been requested to determine or to indicate whether the na- 
tional defense required the facilities contemplated in any ap plication 
for certificate of necessity or any application for a loan, either under 
a guaranty or direct prov ision ? 

Mr. Llowsre. No: | know of no instance, 

Mr. Harpy. And you know of no case where NPA or RFC has 
come to your Office and said, “Before we approve this loan, we want 
you to make a finding as to whether this plant is essential to the 
hat onal defense”? 

Mr. Howser. I am aware of no instance, and I would think that 
properly would be a function of the Defense Production 
\dministration. 

Mr. Harpy. And wouldn’t be a. function of ODM? 

Mr. Howse. No. 

Mr. Harpy. And would not be a function of NSRB? 

Mr. Howse. At the present time, no. 

Mr. Bercson. Not after January 25. 

Mr. Harpy. Not after January 25. Can you give us a little clearer 
understanding of just what a certificate of necessity is? 

Mr. Howser. Under section 124 of the Revenue Act a firm using its 
own funds may make an application for certification that the funds 
being used for ¢ apit ul expenditure, either for the purpose of equip- 

nent or the expansion of plant facilities—and I think some other cases 

which I am not too familiar with now, but they are all capits al ex- 
penditures—that expense may be amortized over a period of 5 years 
in 60 equi al amortizations, monthly charges. 

Mr. Harpy. In other words, that is a device under which the tax- 
payers will pay for a plant in a period of 5 years through the price 
which they pay for the defense output of that plant. 

Mr. Howse. I think it might be stated that way; yes. 

Mr. Harpy. Is that a fair statement of it ? 

Mr. Howse. I think essentially so. 

Mr. Harpy. Now you said that an applicant using its own funds— 
does the act specify that ? 

Mr. Brercson. No. I would like to clear up the answer to the first 
question, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Harpy. We are looking for enlightenment. 

Mr. Brereson. I don’t think, if you don’t mind my saying so, that 
what you said was a fair statement. To 

Mr. Harpy. You don’t think it was? 

Mr. Bergson. No, because it is not necessary that the output of an 
amortized plant be purchased by the Government. It may well be 
purchased in industry. 

Mr. Harpy. So, then, certificates of necessity are made available 
for the products of domestic consumption as well as for defense ? 

Mr. Bereson. That is right. 

Mr. Harpy. And a plant doesn’t have to be necessary for the na- 
tional defense in “oor to be eligible for a certificate of nec essity ¢ 

Mr. Bereson. I didn’t say that. 
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Mr. Harpy. All right. If those are inconsistent observations of 
mine, please clarify them for me. 

Mr. Bercson. I will be glad to try, Mr. Chairman. Let’s suppose 
a situation such as this: 

You have an annual output of a particular commodity of, say, a 
hundred thousand tons. You want to increase the annual output to 
take care of certain civilian requirements and the added defense re- 
quirements that are imposed upon us by this mobilization effort, and 
you want to increase the output to 120,000. So you provide for 
amortization certificates for the additional expansion. 

It may well be that the output of the additional facilities may go 
into commercial consumption and the output of the other hundred 
thousand capacity will be used for defense production. 

It may well be that the part of the material that is consumed in the 
mobilization effort will be coming from the previously existing capac- 
ity, and the output of the additional capacity may take the place of 
that previously existing capacity in civilian ¢ channels. 

Mr. Harpy. So that certificates of necessity were set up so that we 
can have production for civilian uses as well as for defense purposes / 

Mr. Bercson. That is right, but the additional need is based on the 
defense needs at the present time. Now, one of the considerations in 
determining how much amortization shall be granted is the peacetime 
utility of the additional facilities after the mobilization effort has, we 
hope, passed by. 

Mr. Harpy. All right. So that you would have to make a guess as 
to the civilian value of this plant after we have passed our emergency / 

Mr. Brereson. That is right. 

Mr. Harpy. And you have to evaluate that in terms of the competi- 
tive situation that this new plant would be in compared to other plants 
which will be released from defense production; is that right / 

Mr. Bergeson. That is right. 

Mr. Harpy. That is a rather fancy proposition; isn’t it? 

Mr. Bergson. It is a rather difficult proposition. 

Mr. Harpy. You have wizards down there that are capable of mak- 
ing such determinations ? 

Mr. Berason. We hoped that when Congress passed section 124, it 
assumed we had somebody down there who could make the determina- 
tions. 

Mr. Harpy. Let’s look at another question here. Mr. Howse said, 
“Using its own funds for plant expansion,” and I believe you took 
issue with that also; is that right ? 

Mr. Bereson. I think you took issue with that. 

Mr. Harpy. I raised the question. I am not taking issue with it. 
I am trying to find out. 

Mr. Bercson. I think in many instances plants do use their own 
funds. I think there may be one or two instances where there are 
direct Government loans. 

Mr. Harpy. What do you consider congressional intent was in set- 
ting up these certificates of necessity? Was it to promote the use of 
private capital for plant expansion or was it enable plants to come 
in and get Government funds in order to expand ? 

Mr. Bereson. I am sure it was for the purpose of enabling them to 
get private capital. 
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Mr. Harpy. To get private capital ¢ 

Mr. Bereson. That is right. 

Mr. Harpy. But still you say that Mr. Howse was wrong when he 
said a certificate of nec essity anticipated the use of private funds for 
pl nt eXpansion. 

Mr. Bercson. I don’t say he was wrong in saying that; absolutely 
not. 

Mr. Harpy. I think you and I must be running around in circles 
here. I think one of the points in this policy, point No. 7, says: 

Guaranteed loans be restricted primarily to working capital loans and/or 
short-term capital loans 

Now, that doesn’t tie in direct ly with the cert ificates of necessity . but 
I ask you W hether that policy would apply also to certificates of neces- 
SIty. 

Mr. Bereson. I should think not, because certificates of necessity 
are based on long-term capital loans. 

Mr. Harpy. Well, are certificates of necessity based on loans ¢ 

Mr. Bereson. No; but I mean if a company has to go out and get 
a loan, as it undoubtedly will have to, to construct a new facility, and 
will have to borrow money from the banks - 

Mr. Harpy. There is such a thing as increasing capital investment; 
isn't there / 

Mr. Bercson. That is one way of doing it, sure. Another way 
of doing it is going out to an Insurance company or a bank or some 
other financing institution and get financing that way. 

Mr. Harpy. I am thinking now in terms of governmental loans in- 
volving cert ificates of necessity. Does the act and does your interpre 
tation of congressional intent involve the granting of a loan to con- 
struct a plant for which a certificate of necessity will be issued ¢ 

Mr. Brereson. These two provisions, in two different acts. One 
is in the tax statute. 

Mr. Harpy. That is right. 

Mr. Bercson. The one on certificates of necessity. 

Mr. Harpy. Now, does the provision that the tax statute, which 
relates to certificates of necessity, contemplate the use of private funds 
or Federal funds ? 

Mr. Brreson. _ the tax statute it probably contemplates the use 
of private funds, but in the Defense Production Act you have author- 
ized the expenditure of Government funds for additional facilities. 
Now, you have got to read the two together, it seems to me, and where 
you can't get the needed expansion through the use of private funds, 
Congress has authorized the use of Government funds on a loan basis 
for the construction of necessary facilities. i 

Mr. Harpy. Now you are bringing up another interesting determi- 
nation, You said, “where you can’t get private funds.” Now, then, 
that means that the people down in the various agencies involved have 
to make a determination that the particular company cannot get pri- 
vate funds; is that correct ? 

Mr. Bercson. That is right. 

Mr. Harpy. And they have to make a determination that this par- 
ticular plant expansion is essential to the national defense ? 

Mr. Bereson. Right. 
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Mr. Harpy. And they have to make a determination as to the value 
of that plant for civilian use after the emergency Is passed / 

Mr. Bercson. That is correct. 

Mr. Harpy. And your interpretation of the thing is that if you make 
a determination that a plant is essential in the national defense and 
this is the particular individual that ought to build that plant- 

Mr. Berecson. Or no one else will build 

Mr. Harpy. Do you make that determination also—that nobody 
else will do it ? 

Mr. Bergson. Sometimes that situation obtains 

Mr. Harpy. Sometimes that situation could obtain 

Mr. Bergson. That is right, 

Mr. Harpy. But is that determination made before the approval 
of a loan to build a plant with Gove ne nt money and to provide 

Mr. Bercson. Wait a minute, Mr. hairman. I think there is a 
misconception here whe nN you say * ‘Bail | the plant with Government 
money.” ‘That money is repay: able to the Government. That is not 
Government money to the extent that there is no obligation to repay it. 

Mr. Harpy. Well. of course, I pecognm the fact that there is an 
obligation to repay, and it may be that we are going to look into some 
of the prospects for repayment before we get through. 

Mr. ¢ ‘ASEY. Mr. Be sroson, do you believe there is any more tendency 
to inflation where a certificate is issued in a situation where a Govern 
ment loan is involved as against a situation where private money is 
involved ? 

Mr. Bercson. I would imagine there would be less tendency to 
inflation where priv: ite money is Involved, because it takes that amount 
of an out of the ordinary capiti al market. 

Mr. Casey, Exactly. Now is that distinction recognized by the 
ee 

Mr. Beroson. I think that is recognized by the policy that we have 
laid down: That wherever possible private capital is to be used, but 
there are situations where the facility is needed and it can’t be obtained 
in any other way. The President, I think, in his budget message or 
the message on the economic report recommended an additional way 
of doing that, and that was by direct Government construction, direct 
Government ownership of facilities. That is not presently available; 
that approach is not presently available. 

Mr. Casry. What has been done along ‘the line of making that 
recommendation to Congress / 

Mr. Bereéson. I don’t suppose I am disclosing anything that I 
shouldn't, despite the fact that this is an open hearing. The Presi 
dent will soon be recommending amendments to the Defense Produc 
tion Act, and I would assume that that would be included in the 
recommendations for amendment to the Defense Production Act. 

Mr. Harpy. As far as I am concerned, on this particular subject, I 
think I can dispose of my concern with this one query. 

It is perfectly legal and consistent with the intent of Congress when 
you take the two acts into consideration simultaneously for a 100 
percent certificate of necessity to be granted for the construction of a 
plant where the entire amount of the cost of that plant is evidenced by 
loans of Federal funds. 
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Mr. Bercson. Are you asking me that or telling me? 

Mr. Harpy. I am asking you. 

Mr. Beroson. Yes: I think a situation could obtain where that 
would beso. You take a situation, for example, where it is absolutely 
certain a —_ would have no peacetime value at all. You couldn't 
get anybody to build that plant for his own purposes. You need it 
for the war effort at this time. 


Mr. Harpy. You say “absolutely certain.” I will go along with 
you on that. 
Mr. Brercson. You asked me what I thoug ht the law contemplated, 


and I told you. 

Mr. Harpy. Do I understand by that that you mean that that sit 
lation would not be proper unless it were absolutely certain 4 

Mr. Bercason. It would be proper in a situation where the facilities 
wert vitally necessary al the present time, where they could not be 
obtained in any other w: iV. 

Mr. Harpy. And you still tie your legality to those determinations 
that the output can’t be obt: ained in any other w: iy? That is a crite- 
rion which has to be met in order for it to be legal: is that right ¢ 

Mr. Brerason. I don’t know whether I go that far. You asked me 
to give you an illustration. I can give you an illustration on the other 
extreme. 

Mr. Harpy. I raised the question with you as to the legality of oo 
things, and you were answering and you started off by saying if 
was absolutely certain that this plant wouldn't have any ¢ Sv ilian 
value after the emergency had passed, and then I asked if you would 
have to make a determination and you would have to be absolutely 
sure, and you haven’t told me vet whether you would have to make 
a firm determination on that. 

Mr. Bercson. I think you have to make a firm determination. I] 
don’t think you have to have philosophical absolution in order to do it. 
You have to use your best A pec nt on it and make a determination 
that this plant will not or probably will not have peacetime facilities. 

Mr. Harpy. Then you inserted another fancy criterion in there 
that the product of this plant is vital and that nobody ajo will do it. 
Now are those determinations made or are you going to hedge on 
those a little? 

Mr. Bercson. I am going to hedge on that, certainly. I was giving 
you an illustration of a clear-cut case. 

Mr. Harpy. Now just what is the latitude there, Mr. Bergson ? 

Mr. Bercson. Well, if you want me to try to cut the line on the other 
side—— 

Mr. Harpy. I don’t care where you cut the line, just so you put the 
thing so we ean understand it. 

Mr. Rren_man. Mr. Chairman, we don’t want to go from one ex- 
treme to another. I think he should give us a clear definition so we 
ean understand it. 

Mr. Harpy. If he can do that, I will be happy. 

Mr. Rreutman. I don’t want to go from one extreme to another. 
We want to know their definite intention and not try to give us an 
extreme position on one side and an extreme position on the other. 

Mr. Howse. I might try to give him a rest for a moment, if I may, 
Mr. Chairman, and say to you that the legality of loans and amortiza- 
tions and the combinations of loans and amortizations is one thing. 
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If this committee is concerned, as I might assume from the questions 
this morning, as to whether or not we in ODM were concerned with 
reducing the amounts of amortizations, I can say to you very definitely 
that we are, and I think the record clearly so indicates. 

At the time we took the first look at this entire program all tax 
amortizations were summarily frozen. In the case of Kaiser’s alumi- 
num plant, I believe it was where the contracts had already been 
signed, and we even went so far as to deny the 100-percent application 
that had been granted, and it was cut back either to 70 or 80 percent, 
I have forgotten which. Eighty percent I am advised. Mr. Kaiset 
was advised that we would be glad to try and defend a suit if he felt 
our action was not in the public interest. 

Unquestionably a firm that gets a contract, gets guaranteed loans 
for working-capital purposes, gets some kind of a capital loan, and 
then gets a tax amortization to write the whole thing off is probably 
profiting more than the Congress intended at the time these two acts 
were passed. 

I think I can say to you that those things now are being scrutinized 
very carefully by DPA and only in those extreme cases where the end 
product is essential and not otherwise obtainable— 

Mr. Harpy. You are looking at individual cases ? 

Mr. Howse. In DPA. We are not an operating agency and have 
neither the personnel nor the time to go further than we have gone 
in setting this policy. 

Mr. Harpy. It may be that we are being unfair to you people. 
General Harrison has been itching to talk about this thing. I ean 
see him back there. Maybe we should get him to elaborate on it, but 
before we clo, let’s see if any of the members have any questions. Mr. 
Meader? 

Mr. Meaper. Mr. Chairman, I would like to ask Mr. Howse two 
or three questions. I don’t have before me the policy statement which 
you read, but according to my recollection, I didn’t hear anything 
said about a requirement that a record be kept by those who make 
these determinations. Was that included in your policy / 

Mr. Howse. No; that is not in the policy, but that is a matter of 
proper administrative procedure and both NSRB and DPA have 
adequate records justifying their actions. 

Mr. Meaper. Have you laid down any principles for the keeping 
of records ? 

Mr. Howse. We have not. 

Mr. Meaper. Are you famiilar with what records are kept to justify 
the findings Mr. Bergson has described of these rather speculative 
matters / 

Mr. Howse. Only in a general way. We felt those administrative 
matters were matters on which we weren't qualified to get into, 

Mr. Meaper. I am not sure I understood you correctly. Do | 
understand that as far as supervision or review are concerned you 
don’t feel you have any responsibility once you have announced the 
policy? Do you just leave it up to the other agencies to carry it out? 

Mr. Howse. I don’t want to mislead you there, either. We have a 
responsibility and recognize that we do have. We have a responsi- 
bility for everything that has to do with the production effort. We 
have felt, however, in this case that the DPA was adequate, had 
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adequate authority and adequate personnel and edequate capa- 
bility 

Mr. Meaper. I think you said you received a monthly report from 
the DPA. 

Mr. Howse. Which was just started about 3 weeks ago. We have 
just cvotten the second report. 

Mr. Mreaper. Was that because you required it or did they volunteer 
it? 

Mr. Houser. We requested it. 

Mr. Mraper. Do you specify what that report shall contain ? 

Mr. Howse. We do. I should say this to you. I don’t want to put 
words in your mouth now, but we do have a responsibility in these 
matters and, recognizing that we do have. we have Or athered all the 
certifications from the different places in which they were being 
handled before, and we have put them in one place, within DPA, 
We have said to DPA in effect to accomplish the certifications within 
the a -prnael nage of the policy which we have established. Within the 
past 3 weeks, we have developed with DPA a reporting system which 
will give us at vieadalie intervals a report outlining what they have 





done. 

Now obviously that report can’t go into detail and can’t present 
the administrative detail of each particular loan. We rye 8 have 
been handling these matters in total by dollars. We can discharge 
our responsibility by having a complete review cithaeies witlne our 
shop, which a gain isa dup hie: ation and probab ly vets into a procedure 
which administratively we aren’t capable of handling. 

Mr. Mraper. Do you have a division or agency within the Office 
of Defense Mobilization for the supervision and review of this au 
thority with respect to amortizations and loans ? 

Mr. Howse. We have not. 

Mr. Meaper. If anybody does it, they do that in addition to the 
other duties: is that correct ? 

Mr. Howser. Let me Say this to vou. In addition to the Director 
of the Office of Defense Mobilization, there are five assistants. sy 
the time we have got the whole defense effort to handle within those 
six people, we operate on a somewhat informal basis and grapple with 
these things as they come up. That is about the best way we can 
answer it. We don’t have a duplicate staff. 

We have felt and now feel that the organization within DPA is 
adequate and competent for that purpose. 

Mr. Meraper. Do you know to what extent the benefits to a con 
tractor — either tax amortization or loans are or will be taken into 
account by the Renegotiation Board in the allowance of profits to 
contractors on war work ? 

Mr. Howse. Well, Mr. Congressman, we do not know and we have 
no way of knowing at this time. I believe at the end of the last war 
the Renegotiation Board developed a rating system whereby they 
rated contractors and in which they gave a sliding scale of credit to 
those contractors that had used their own funds and had used their 
own facilities and had in turn not used to a comparable extent Gov- 
ernment. funds, or contractors that had a high ratio of subcontracting 
rather than having built their own plants and integrated themselves. 

It is, I assume, reasonable to believe when we get into the renego- 
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tiation program this time, that a similar procedure will follow, but 
we are simply not that far along. 

Mr. Mraper. Are you satisfied that the records which are being 
kept now will adequately inform the renegotiation officials so that 
they can make a determination and an allow: ince based upon whether 
or not the contractor has used his own facilities or has had unusual 
aid from the Government ? 

Mr. Howse. I can only assume they are and would suggest DPA 
can probably give you a better answer, but I doubt if-—they would 
probably think they had adequ: ite records, but I don’t know who knows 
now what a board of renegotiation m: iy decide they want 2 years from 
now. I assume, generally speaking, the records are adequate, yes, 
as nearly as can be dete rmined ¢ at this time. 

Mr. Meaper. In setting up your 2 did the Office of Defense 
Mobilization give any thought to the building up of the percentage of 
tax amortization by starting out with that which is usual under the 
law for even peacetime production, whether it may be 3 percent a 
year or 5 percent, and then adding to that perhaps an allowance for 
excessive construction costs, and a further allowance for the likelihood 
that some of the facilities will not be useful in peacetime production 
after the emergency? Or did you start out with the 100 percent 
and then lop of an allowance for the probability that some of the 
facilities would be useful for peacetime production / 

Mr. Howse. Well, again, that is a question, a decision which rests 
within DPA. We did, however, review with the then NSRB organ- 
ization their procedures ; and found that, generally speaking, they were 
adequately taking into account the factors you have just mentioned, 
and they arrived at a figure by both building up and coming down 
from a hundred percent figure and came out about the same place 
each time. 

Mr. Mraper. But you had no independent poli ey developed on that 
particular way of arriving at the percentage of amortization? 

Mr. Howse. We did not, because each case pretty well has to be 
handled as an individual case by itself. The factors are ot in 
almost every case. _ This general policy was arrived : I think I 
may say . bee: ause of a desire on the part of ODM not to have con 
tractors come through the war owning plants free and clear if they 
had any residual value. 

Mr. Harpy. Do you think those policies will accomplish that ? 

Mr. Howse. I believe it will, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Harpy. You are an optimist. 

Mr. Howse. We did not feel we could ask for price and wage cont rol 
without having essentially the same kind of control over contractors’ 
expansions. 

We further had in mind the forcing of subeon tracting. There is 
an enormous plant capacity in this country today. Every prime 
contractor that has a contract with the Government. gener: ally speak- 
ing, would like to produce everything he mi ikes within his own four 
walls, and he can give you a r ather persuasive argument why he can 
do that, because it is cheaper, he can control the labor supply, and 
he can put the assemblies together, and things like that. 

Mr. Wilson did not feel we could either starve small business people 
or permit integration of industry at the expense of existing indus- 
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tries. The best means we could see was to sharply curtail expansion 
of primary plant capacity, so the production then mevitably is forced 
into different subcontractors’ plants and existing facilities. We be- 
lieve that if this program is followed, that result will be accomplished, 

Mr. Meaper. Mr. Howse, if you had had a definite policy of build 
ing up this percentage and you had taken into account some of these 
factors which justify the special tax amortization rate and if you 
required a record to be made, which would show the breakdown of 
the reasons for whatever percentage was allowed, then it would be 
much easier to review, either for your agency to review, or for a con- 
gressional committee to review, or for a renegotiation board to review 
the decision made, and see what the justification for it was. Wouldn't 
that be true? 

Mr. Howser. That would be entirely true, and I believe those records 
are being kept at the present time by DPA and they are adequate 
for those purposes. I have endeavored to pot out to you that 
we are relying upon the DPA to handle the administrative end of 
this particular job. We have not felt it desirable to duplicate their 
functions within our oflice. I wouldn’t like to have you feel that 
the functions were not being carried out, and I beheve they are here 
to show you how they are carrying them out. 

Mr. Meaper. That is all I have. 

Mr. Harpy. Mr. Lantaff, do you have any questions? 

Mr. Lantrarr. No. 

Mr. Harpy. Mr. Bolling? 

Mr. Bor LING. No questions. 

Mr. Harpy. Mr. Rieh]man ? 

Mr. RrenimMan. No questions. 

Mr. Harpy. Mr. Shelley / 

Mr. Suretiey. No questions. 

Mr. Harpy. Mr. Casey ? 

Mr. CASEY. The Oftice of Defense Mobilization has a responsibility 
for the operation generally of the laws controlling inflation—that 
is, the stabilization law as well as the Defense Production Act—is 
that so? 

Mr. Howser. I believe that is correct. 

Mr. Casey. Would it be the responsibility of the Office of Defense 
Mobilization to make such recommendations to the Congress for 
changes in existing legislation as they might find necessary or appro- 
priate as the program progresses ¢ 

Mr. Bereson. That is right. 

Mr. Casry. Are you cognizant of the fact that, in connection with 
these certificates of necessity, the percentage fixed in the certificate 
is binding on both the tax authorities and the renegotiation people? 

Mr. Berason. That is right. 

Mr. Casey. Is that so? 

Mr. Bereson. That is right. 

Mr. Casey. In other words, if a percentage of 85 percent were 
determined for a particular concern, that would mean that, when 
that concern came up for renegotiation, the renegotiation authorities 
would be compelled to allow that man that percentage before the 
Government were entitled to recoup any excess profits 

Mr. Bereson. That is right. 
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Mr. Casey. Are you familiar with the examiation of the renego 
tintion procedures and certificates of necessity made by the Brewste1 
committee after the last war / 

Mr. Bereson. I have heard about it. I wouldn't say I was inti 
mately familiar with it. 

Mr. Casey. I bring this up because- 

Mr. Bercson. You know Congress passed a new renegotiation 
statute within the last couple of weeks—lI don't believe the President 
has signed it vet which continues to contain thos provisions. 

Mr. Harpy. The committee is aware of that. I am not sure the 
committee is happy about it. 

Mr. Bercson. I just wanted to bring it to your attention in case 
vou were not aware of it. 

Mr. Casity. I bring this up because of the statement that there was 
a desire on the part of the Office of Defense Mobilization to prevent 
the mistakes of the last war in the administration of this program, 
and bearing in mind that the Brewster committee made a recommen- 
dation that if certificates of necessity were ever necessary again, pro- 
vision should be made in the law for permitting the renegotiation 
people to renegotiate the excess profits out of the certificates—as it is 
put by the committee. 

I am wondering if any consideration has been given by the Office of 
Defense Mobilization to that recommendation. 

Mr. Brereson. We haven't given it any direct consideration within 
the last few months. You must remember this, Mr. Casey. The 
Office of Defense Mobilization was established in December. We have 
been eiven supervision and control over the entire mobilization effort 
and first things must come first. The Renegotiation Act, which was 
just passed and which I don’t believe has even become law vet, was 
passed with the Brewster committee report available to the legislators. 

Mr. Harpy. That is a good idea. We pass the buck down to you 
all, you pass it back to us. 

Mr. Bercson. I am not passing it back. 

Mr. Harpy. It is a great old game. We play it all the time, and it 
is perfectly fair. 

Mr. Bereson. First things have got to come first, that is all, and we 
get around to the other later. 

Mr. Casty. That is all I have. 

Mr. Harpy. Any question ¢ 

Mr. Howse. I think I might add, Mr. Chairman, if I may, this one 
statement : That Mr. Wilson is very seriously concerned over the entire 
question of tax amortizations and loans and that one subject has been 
the topic of more conversation in our office than perhaps any other 
single subject during the past 60 days. 

It isa subject which has many ramifications, both in the stabilization 
effort as well as in other fields. I believe that it is the desire of Mr. 
Wilson that no one profit from the defense effort. 

Mr. Harpy. If that is the case, can we anticipate that he will make 
some rather extensive recommendations fon amendments to the existing 
statutes 4 

Mr. Howse. I assume probably vou can, but again that is something 
we have to study and come up with at the proper time, and I think 
you can assume, if the DPA does not develop an orderly program for 
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administrative handling of all these matters, that we then by some 
order or other device try to insure that they do come up with it. 

Mr. Harpy. Let me raise this one other question. Is Mr. Wilson and 
s your Office aware of the extent to which F ‘ederal loans are being used 
for capital expansions where the plants are given tax-amortization 
advantages? Do vou know the exte nt of that practice as of now 4 

Mr. Howse. Dollarwise, you mean ? 

Mr. Harpy. Yes: dollarwise. You are familiar with that? 

Mr. Howser. Yes. 

Mr. Harpy. Has your Office taken into consideration the inflationary 
effect of that? If vou know the extent of it, how much cloes it involve? 

Mr. Howser. Well. as of March 14, prior to the 24th of January, one 
and one-half billion in tax-amortization certificates were approved 
by NSRB. 

’Mr. Harpy. How much of that was financed by Government loans? 

Mr. Howse. Well, as to that, Mr. Chairman, I don’t know. We can 
dig that up 

Mr. Harpy. That is the question I asked you. 

Mr. Howse. I think DPA will have that. I can’t give you the figure 
offhand now, but Iam sure they have that information. 

Mr. H ARDY. Mr. Meader ? 

Mr. Meaper. Did he just give one and a half billion as the dollar 
value of certificates approved by NSRB prior to January 254 

Mr. Howse. I did. 

Mr. Mraper. What was the figure granted subsequent to that ? 

Mr. Howse. Subsequent to—from the period January 25 through 
March 7 there has been approved approximately 1.2 billion dollars, 
1.183 to be exact. approximately 1.2. 

Mr. Mreaprer. There is a total of 2 billion— 

Mr. Howse. About 2.7. 

Mr. Meaper. Two billion, six hundred eighty-three million dollars’ 
worth ? 

Mr. Howser. About 11 billions of applications on file. 

Mr. Mraper. I was interested in this remark you volunteered a mo- 
ment ago about Mr. Wilson’s concern over the tax amortizations and 
loans that had been approved already. 

[assume Mr. Wilson felt they had been a little too liberal; is that 
correct / 

Mr. Howse. I would like to let the record speak for itself, if I may, 
and say to you when we got into the picture, we immediate ‘ly froze all 
tax amortizations and immediately cut back some that had been 
already approved, and I mentioned to you specific: ally the Kaiser 
amortization program that was e ut back from LOO percent to SO, even 
after the papers had been signed and in his possession and acce pted 
by him. 

Mr. Mraper. I believe you have alre ady said it had been the subject 
of a great deal of conversation in the Office of Defense Mobilization. 
My question is: Is some investigation being undertaken by the Office 
ot Defense Mobilization to develop the facts and details on this 
subject ? 

Mr. Howse. Well it was, and that investigation was the basis of the 
adoption of this particular policy. 
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Mr. Mreaper. Were there some individuals particularly in charge of 
conducting that inquiry ¢ 

Mr. Howse. I think probably I am the one, Mr. Congressman. 

Mr. Mreaper. That inquiry has been completed asa special task ¢ 

Mr. Howser. No: it is a continuing process. Again I feel bound 
to point out to you that we started looking at this thing about the 
middle of January. General Harrison was not confirmed until the 
Yoth of January, so that the thine was transferred to his jurisdiction 
only at the time. Since that time—I don’t want to speak for DPA, 
because they are here and qualified to speak for themselves—but | 
can say to you they have made very rapid strides in vetting the whole 
program within their control. I believe they can satisfy you on that 
score as soon as Vou let us off the hook and talk to them. 

Mr. Harpy. Unless somebody else has a question, I have one more. 

Have you formulated any policy with respect to the granting of 
certificates of necessity in connection with the construction of a plant 
which would be built anyway ? 

Mr. Howse. Well, again, Mr. Chairman. not attempting to evade 
the question, but I can say to you we have not formed that policy, 
but that particular policy has been formed within DPA. 

Mr. Harpy. Wouldn't that fall within your bailiwick 4 

Mr. Howse. Well, in the sense that everything dloes eventually fall 
within our bailiwick. 

Mr. H ARDY. You set up the poli ies, don’t you é 

Mr. Howse. Yes. 

Mr. Harpy. You didn’t set that one up! 

Mr. Howsr. We did by conversation. We only tried to cover the 
broad general policies. 

Mr. Harpy. Isn’t that a pretty broad policy? If a company is 
going to build a plant anyhow, doesn’t the question as to whether you 
should oranta certificate of necessity on it become a pretty broad pol- 
1C\ or is that so isolated that you needn't be concerned about it 4 

Mr. Howse. I don’t think it is so isolated that we shouldn't be 
concerned, but I believe they are properly concerned about it and 
they can speak for themselves, and I am not competent or qualified to 
speak for them. That has been eviven adequate consideration, I think 
you will find. 

Mr. H ARDY. You are leaving that entirely to DPA? 

Mr. Howser. No: it hasn’t been that casual, but we haven't tried to 
duplicate any of their efforts. We have been satisfied that they are 
considering that policy. 

Mr. Harpy. You didn't prescribe any criteria for their considera 
tion in connection with the establishment of such policy ¢ 

Mr. Howse. No: we did not. 

Mr. Harpy. Thank you very much, gentlemen. We may need some 
more, but we will try to be as considerate as we can. 

Mr. Howse. Thank you very much. 

Mr. Bercson. Thank you. 

Mr. Harpy. General Harrison, will you and your cohorts come up. 
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STATEMENT OF WILLIAM H. HARRISON, ADMINISTRATOR, DE- 
FENSE PRODUCTION ADMINISTRATION; ACCOMPANIED BY T. F. 
FARRELL, DEPUTY ADMINISTRATOR, AND BYRON D. WOODSIDE, 
DIRECTOR, BUSINESS EXPANSION OFFICE, DEFENSE PRODUCTION 
ADMINISTRATION 


Mr. Harrison. Mr. Chairman, may I introduce my two colleagues 
here ? 

Mr. Harpy. We would be happy if you would. 

Mr. Harrison. General Farrell here is Deputy Administrator of 
the Defense Production Administration and he came with us about 2 
weeks ago to organize the group having to do with the responsibility 
of this particular area; and Mr. Woodside is on General Farrell's 
staff, and he formerly carried on that work for the National Security 
Resources Board and he and his staff were transferred over to the 
Defense Production Administration in the latter part of January. 
So Mr. Woodside has had continuity with this work through the Re- 
sources Board, I have had continuity with it from the establish- 
ment of NPA, General Farrell entered the picture in the last couple 
of weeks trying to get it organized on a central basis. 

Mr. Harpy. That is fine, and we are delighted to have these gen- 
tlemen here. I don’t think we need any particular outline of your 
responsibility and perhaps not of General Farrell, but before we 
start I think it might be a good idea if we could have a statement 
from Mr. Woodside as to just what his responsibility is, either from 
Mr. Woodside or from you, as to what responsibility he has in the 
programs that are under consideration. 

Mr. HARRISON. Mr. W oodside, would you be eood enough ? 

Mr. Woopstpr. Mr. Chairman, on the Ist of December last year I 
was asked to assume the duties of getting up a small group in the Re- 
sources Board to administer the provisions of section 124—A of the 
Revenue Code and sections 302 and 303 of title III of the Defense 
Production Act of 1950. It was contemplated at that time that to 
the extent the Resources Board would have any responsibilities under 
section 301 of title III of the Defense Production Act that that also 
would fall within the scope of our duties. 

Mr. Harpy. Does it now, Mr. Woodside ? 

Mr. Woopsipe. Let me answer it this Way. We have proceeded 
with the tax work and with the loan work in that order, and that is 
the way the work developed. The projects under 303, the procure- 
ment projects under title IIT of the Defense Production Act, are 
just now beginning to come through, and we are trying to get our- 
selves in a position to handle those. 

Mr. Harpy. I want to see if I can boil this down. Sothat as of now, 
in effect, you have responsibility, subject to General Harrison and 
the others, in connection with certificates of necessity, direct loans, 
and also guaranteed loans. 

Mr Woopstnr. That is what I was about to explain. So far we have 
had no direct contact with the guaranteed loans, the reason for that 
being the guaranteeing agencies operate with the Federal Reserve 
Board and private banks, and so far there has been no occasion that I 
know of for General Harrison, as head of DPA, to exercise a function 
policywise or administrativewise with respect to those guaranties, 
though we now are beginning to try to channel information con- 
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cerning those guaranteed loans through to the office, so that DPA will 
be in a position to get the over-all picture. 

Mr. sae. Is it safe to say that to the extent that DPA is concerned 
with the guaranteed loans, you are also head of the division respon- 
sible for that 4 

Mr. Woopsipr. That is right. 

Mr. Harpy. That is fine. Thank you very much. 

Now, General, if you have any particular statement you want to 
make, maybe that would be the best w: Ly to start. 

Mr. Harrison. Mr. Chairman, I don’t have any particular state- 
ment to make, but I would like to make some observations in connec- 
tion with the questioning of the earlier witnesses 

We do have factual information available here, which I think you 
desire, and Mr. Woodside does have the records and I would like, if 
I might, to develop a little background as to how this job has been 
created up to this point. 

Mr. Harpy. It may be you contemplate just what I had in mind, 
General. 

I would like to try to develop this pic ture in as orderly a fashion as 
we can, so that we can understand just where ODM leaves off and 
DPA picks up. 

Mr. Harrtson. Could I, sir, go back a little bit. When the defense 
production agencies were established, as I recall in the middle of 
September or thereabouts, I was in the office of the Administrator of 
National Production Authority, one of the functions which that Au- 
thority had to perform being the function of recommending approval 
of requests for accelerated depreciation and these loans “that have 
been talked about. 

That same authority was delegated to several other agencies in Gov- 
ernment, the Department of the Interior and the Department of 
Agriculture. 

The National Security Resources Board was the agency charged 
with finally making the certificate in behalf of the Government. As 
I recall, through October we were working with the National Secu- 
rity Resources Board and the other agencies, attempting to develop 
some ground rules as to how we went about administering, and to be 
certain that we all had a common point of view of the intent of Con- 
gress when it passed this act. 

My recollection is that the latter part of October or early Novem- 
her there was formulated by the National Security Resources Board 
the equivalent of a starting set of ground rules, and I think Mr. 
Woodside will have those as a matter of record. 

That set up the routines and procedures and methods, and they 
were set up on a very sound businesslike basis. The certificates were 
directed into the Resources Board, the Resources Board in turn dele- 
gated them to the delegate agencies, recommendations were then made 
back to the Resources Board, and action was then taken on the rec- 
ommendations. 

I happen to be quite familiar with that. Asa matter of fact, much 
of those decisions were arrived at through the medium of across-the- 
table discussion and consideration of the various projects with those 
interested, because we were then trying to formulate our judgment. 
There was no background or criteria. 
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hen we reached the point up until, as I recall, the middle of De- 
cember, with the advent of the establishment of the Office of Defense 
Mobilization, if my recollection serves me correctly, there was a period 
whe re pre Toate ally nothing hap ype ned in this field, pending the es 
tablishment of the Defense Production Administration, and I believe 
the re a will show that perhaps for 40 or 50 days there were practl 
cally no certificates app yroved. Is that correct ¢ 

Mr. Woopsipr. They fell off very sharply. 

Mr. Harrison. So with the advent of the Defense Production Ad- 
ministration, we picked up with the same staff, with the same ground 
rules, the same approaches, and same procedures as had been developed 
by the National Security Resources Board, and we carried forward 
since that time. 

To the best of my know ledge and belief, whatever it 1s that 1s being 
done today is sound as we have interpreted the Defense Production 
Act. 

I must say that we have interpreted it ona very broad base. In other 
words, it has not been our interpretation that the Congress intended 
the Government financial help simply for the purpose of plants that 
were involved directly in the defense effort. We understood and so in- 
terpreted the act that it was to encourage the expansion of resources, 
so there then would be resources available to take care of the Defense 
Production Act and to keep the economy, the industrial economy, 
going. And thereby prevent inflation, because one of the most impor 
tant considerations in inflation is a shortage of resources. We visual 
ize by having adequate resources we would take concrete and construc- 
tive effort to avoid the inflationary pressures that were then in 
force. 

That has been the background, sir, that we have approached this, 
and all of our actions have been motivated by that kind of a back- 
ground. 

Mr. Harpy. So that the more plants you build, the more pro- 
duction you are going to have; and if you follow that philosophy to 
its logical conclusion, then you would approve all of the requests 
for certificates of necessity and just get as much production capacity 
as possible all over the country with reference to every conceivable 
type of product. 

Mr. Harrison. Mr. Chairman, may IT draw, sir, the distinction be- 
tween the creation of resources and facilities to chew the resources 
up. We are talking about the creation of resources. sir. We are 
talking about the creation of more steel, more aluminum, more of 
the things that are now limiting the defense effort and limiting the 
ability of the economy to go forward. 

Mr. Harpy. Well, in pursuit of that sort of approach, the prime 
consideration would be the source of ores and raw materials. 

Mr. Harrison. That is right, sir 

Mr. Harpy. And I don’t believe the record would indicate that we 
have done a great deal toward bringing into production marginal 
sources of strategic ores in this country. 

Mr. Harrison, Sir, might I say that, no, the record thus far will 
not indicate constructive results in any of these things because the 
program is starting, but I am sure the record, sir, will show very in- 
tensive and earnest consideration to those matters. 
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Mr. Harpy. As a member of an Armed Services Subcommittee on 
stockpiling and having sat in on every hearing we have had on that, 
J have been somew hat discouraged by the evidences ot progress W hich 
have come to my attention through that source, but we are getting a 
little off the track. 

Now, following your line of thinking then, up to the present time 
the only evidence of expansion of resources is in the expansion of plants 
to process what limited resources we already have; is that right 

Mr. Harrison. That is right, yes, sir, I think that is: but could I 
please, sir, supplement that by saying that along with that is the con- 
structive work that is being done to create more of those products 
that YO in to make up the resources. That has been a very well co- 
ordinated program. 

For example, the steel expansion has not been authorized without 
full regard to the minerals and the ores that are necessary to support 
that steel expansion. It has not been without regard for the trans- 
portation facilities that are required. In other words, it has been 
approached on the basis of the balaneced-out program. 

The same thing holds true for aluminum and several others. 

I dare say, sir, that the program is far from being completed and 
again, sir, we are in the preliminary stages of this thing and I am only 
ts hice about how the approach is being made, and I quite agree, I am 
just as restless about the lack of progress as anyone else, but these 
thines must start, sil 

Mr. Harpy. Of course, I suppose a decision has to be made also as 
to which point vou are voing to select to start. You have elected to 
start with the processing facilities for using the ores and raw mate- 
rials that are already available on the assumption or perhaps the de- 
termination that we have got ample supplies of the materials neces- 
sary and we are going to put up some more plants before we find other 
sources of supply. 

Mr. Harrison. Please, sir, I am sorry, sir. We have recognized 
that there are shortages of the metallics that go into these, and steps 
are being taken to remove those shortages so that when the additional 
resources are working, similarly the materials that flow into those 
will be available. 

Mr. Harpy. It doesn’t do much good to build more steel plants if 
you don’t have enough manganese to make the steel. 

Mr. Harrison. That is what we think, but still, sir, steps are being 
taken to obtain the additional manganese. 

Mr. Harpy. Yes, steps are being taken after a fashion. 

Mr. Harrison. Please, sir, I register my concern and restlessness 
about the speed with which they are going forward, just as you do, sit 

Mr. Harpy. Any questions along that particular topic by members 
of the committee ¢ 

Have you anything, Mr. Casey ? 

Mr. Casey. No. 

Mr. Harrison. Would you like the up-to-date information? I 
don’t know how recent Mr. Woodside’s data is, I don’t know if he has 
it as of Friday night or not. 

Mr. Harpy. We would like to get some figures in a few minutes, but 
before doing that I wanted to ask you—we had enunciated a while ago 
policies established by the ODM. Have you been operating under 
those policies since February 14¢ 
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Mr. Harrison. I would say in broad measure we have been operat: 
ing under them ever since the effort was started. 

Mr. Harpy. Then you have adopted a policy of not making loans 
exce pt where funds coul | not be prov ided from any other source / 

Mr. Harrison. Mr. Chairman, as an administrative matter, I don’t 
know that I or any other administrator can ever say at any one time 
that every conceivable thing has been exhausted to insure that funds 
could not be obtained from any other sources. We must rely on the 
indicated judgment of the people who come to us for help, and we 
have so inter preted the Defense Production Act, that funds were m: ade 
available for those kinds of purposes. 

Perhaps we have made a wrong interpretation of it, sir, but that 
has been our interpretation of it. 

Mr. Harpy. During the war the Defense Plant Corporation built 
a lot of plants and also a lot of certificates of necessity were issued. I 
do not believe you will find a great many instances where certificates 
of necessity were issued for the amortization of plants built with Fed- 
eral funds, with loans from the Federal Treasury. 

Mr. Harrison. Might I give you the figures on the loans, sir, and 
I will ask Mr. Woodside to correct me. My recollection is—and 
please, sir, if the figures are wrong, I request the privilege of having 
Mr. Woodside correct them—that out of the so-called S600 million fund 
made available in this broad field, my recollection is there has been 
S75 million that has been set aside for the purpose of—and the last 
figures I saw indicated loans had been authorized to the tune of 

14 million, 

Mr. Woodside. would you— 

Mr. Woopsipr. That is ap proxim: itely correct. 

Mr. Harpy. Let me get a few figures here now. What is the amount 
of funds, total amount, available for guaranteed loans ? 

Mr. Harrison. At the moment we have set aside $75 million. 

Mr. Harpy. For guaranteed loans? 

Mr. Harrison. Well, wait. May I ask, please, sir, when you say 
the word “guaranteed,” I was thinking of loans broadly. Would you 
correct. that ¢ 

Mr. Harpy. What is the amount, Mr. Woodside, of funds available 
for guaranteed loans? 

Mr. Woopsipr. The only way I can answer that, Mr. Chairman, is 
to say that so far as I know, the amount is limited only by the amount 
available to the guaranteeing agencies. 

Mr. Harpy. There is no over-all figure of availability of guaranteed 
loans to the various agencies that have been authorized to guarantee 
them ? 

Mr. Woopstpr. None that I know of. 

Mr. Harpy. What is the amount of money that is available for di- 
rect loans? 

Mr. Harrison. That is $75 million, the set aside that we have made. 

Mr. Harpy. What is the figure of 600 million that was mentioned 
a while ago? 

Mr. Harrison. Mr. Woodside, will you be good enough to discuss 
that ? 

Mr. Woopsine. Section 304 of the Defense Production Act provides 
that as of any one time $600 million of borrowing authority is author- 
ized for the purpose of carrying out the functions of 302 and 303. 
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Mr. Harpy. 302 and 303 are your direct loans, are they not? 

Mr. Woopsipr. They are the direct loans. 

Mr. Harpy. So that your authority in law for making $600 mil- 
lion worth of direct loans is that ? 

Mr. Woopsipe. That at the moment is the maximum figure that could 
be available for direct loans. 

Mr. Harpy. How much of that have you actually used ? 

Mr. Woopsipe. Loans have been approved in the amount of roughly 
bet ween 44 and 45 million. I don’t have the precise figure. 

Mr. Harpy. There is no limitation on the volume of certificates of 
necessity that can be issued; is that correct / 

Mr. Woopsipr. No statutory limit. 

Mr. Harpy. What is the total amount of tax amortization allowed 
now under certificates of necessity which have been issued 4 

Mr. Woopsipr. The amount applied for in cases where certificates 
have been issued, as of the 13th of March, was $3,500,000,000, in round 
figures. 

Mr. Harpy. You have issued three and a half billion dollars approx- 
imately of certificates of necessity ? 

Mr. Woopsinr. That is not quite correct. That is the amount ap- 
plied for. Now the amount which has been certified for amortization 
over a 5-year period is two billion five hundred and fifty million-odd 
dollars. 

Mr. Harpy. What is the difference between those two figures— 
three and a half and two and a half approximately? What does that 
represent ¢ 

Mr. W oopsIDe. Let me illustrate by a simple example. A company 
may wish to build a plant that will cost, they estimate, 1 million dol 
lars. The company will file an application for certificate of necessity 
under section 124—A relating to that 1-million-dollar estimated cost. 
When that has been filed, it will be processed by the various people 
concerned. It may be denied, it may be gr: anted in its e ntirety, or it 
may be granted in some percentage of the estimated cost. 

To translate that example into terms of figures here based on over- 
all results so far, 7214 percent of the million dollars is the average 
certification. 

Mr. Harpy. In other words, where your applications are for three 
and a half billion dollars, you approved those applications on a per- 
centage of amortization which would give you two and a half billion 
total amotized on a 5-year plan? 

Mr. Harrison. That is right. 

Mr. Harpy. In the granting of certificates on three and a half 
billion dollars of plant expansion what percentage of your total appli- 

cations does that represent? Let’s put it another way. 

What is your total applications, the amount of your total applica- 
tions, for certificates of necessity ? 

Mr. Woopsipr. As of the same day, the 13th of March, the aggre- 
gate was $11,689,000,000. ; 

Mr. Botting. Just to clear the record, I have here Report No. 57, 
Business Expansion Office, and I don’t understand. There seems to 
be a discrepancy in the figure that I have underlined. I wish you 
would clear that up. 

Mr. Woopsipr. The explanation of the difference between these two 
figures—I might say that is an internal record there, which has been 
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given some publication unfortunately. The terminology is not too 
happy. 

The figure to which you refer, the amount of total applications 
dete! mined to be eligible — 

Mr. Harpy. What is that amount, so we will have our records clear 4 

Mr. Woopsipre. Perhaps you had better let me vive it to you from 
these figures. 

Mr. Harpy. All right. These figures are not correct 4 

Mr. Botuine. There is a third figure. 

Mr. Woopsipe. Let me give you the whole thing. That is different. 
I have given a total of the applications. The amount of that that we 
consider eligible for certification was three billion four hundred and 
twenty-seven million. 

Mr. Harpy. That is the amount you have approved certificates on? 

Mr. Woopsipe. No, sir: that is the dollar amount of the estimated 
cost which we oniganad eligible for certification under the statute. 

Mr. Harrison. Would you be good enough to explain that differ- 
ence ¢ 

Mr. Woopsipr. In general we have deducted land cost from the 
application. 

Mr. Harpy. You wouldn't expect to amortize that, necessarily. 

Mr. Harrison. But the application comes in with the land in, and 
we deduct before we start working. The office figures that ought not 
be in there, but, nonetheless, the application contains the total amount. 

Mr. Woopstpe. In many cases they are applications representing con- 
struction prior to January 1, 1950, and under the terms of the statute 
they should be exc luded, and then in certain cases there are deduc- 
tions—well, no—that roughly explains the difference. 

Mr. Boturne. This is a reconciliation of the applications with the 
provisions of the law in effect / 

Mr. Harrison. That is right, because we thought it never was in- 
tended that land or that work that was started or money that was spent 
prior to this cut-off date was to be included, so we automatically start 
with deducting those figures. 

Mr. Woopstpr. The percentage, if I may say so, is a percentage of 
the depreciable amount of the investment. Amortization is a deduction 
in heu of depreciation. 

Mr. Botiine. So that you have in effect applications totaling three 
anda half billion. This figure which is your total figure of that amount 
of the applications which is actually eligible, and then the third figure, 
which is roughly two and a half billion—two billion five hundred and 
fifty million—is the amount of those applications as adjusted, which 
you have actually approved. 

Mr. Woopsine. That is right. That is the amount which may be 
amortized over a 60-month period upon the happening of certain 
events. 

Mr. Botiine. What is the percentage? Is it the percentage of the 
revised amount or the original amount ? 

Mr. Woopsipr. I have given both here. Of the total estimated cost 
of the investment it comes out to about 72.5 percent. Based upon the 
second figure—in other words, the amount of depreciable assets deter- 
mined to be eligible—it is 74 percent. 

Mr. Harpy. In other words, if you took an average and you would 
figure that all those plants that you granted certificates of nec essity 
on would be worth 25 cents on the dollar at the end of 5 years? 
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Mr. Woopsipe. I wouldn’t put it that way. 

Mr. Harpy. ‘Twenty-six cents, if you want to split hairs. 

Mr. Woopsipre. No. 

Mr. Harpy. Just what does it mean? 

Mr. Harrison. Mr. Chairman, might we go back again to the 
philosophy of understanding our operation of this? We have assumed 
that the Congress intended that there be made available financial help 
to expand our resources. Now, as you well know, sir, there are several 
schools of thought that suggest that Congress intended that every 
appheant receive 100 percent accelerated depreciation over the 5- 
year period. As I understand, there has been a bill introduced to 
that point. 

We have made our percentage heures come out against a background 
of several important determinations, and I am not able to say the 
welghting that we gave to each determination, but it doesn’t follow in 
our thinking at all that because we have recommended that a plant be 
written off at 75 percent that same plant is thought to only have 25 
percent useful life at the exXplratlon—— 

Mr. Harpy. | didn't say “useful life.” but it would be 25 pereent 
value in terms of its usefulness in the civilian economy after the 
emergency. 

Mr. Harrison. Sir, I meant that same thing, too, in respect to useful 
life. I think life of a facility that can be gainfully used. Yes, I am 
thinking the same as you are. 

Mr. Hardy. So you are figuring that all of the plants—now, here is 
three and a half million dollars’ worth of plants that vou have already 
approved certificates of necesity for. You are figuring that in a com- 
petitive situation and in the eivilian economy when we get through 
with this emergency, they are going to be worth 26 cents on the dollar. 

Mr. Harrison. a I am sory. What we have attempted to say is 
in our judgment and in the exercise of the ground rules laid down by 
ta ss, after reading all through the testimony, that we interpret 
that to be the intent of the Congress. 

Mr. Harpy. What was the intent of the Congress? 

Mr. Harrison. To encourage expansion of resources, so that the 
defense program would LO ahead and SO that our industrial economy 
would proceed. 

Mr. Harpy. I don’t think anybody would argue about that. The 
Congress undoubtedly intended you to encourage the expansion of 
facilities. If we hadn't wanted that, we cert: ainly wouldn't have passed 
anv bill providing for accelerated amortization. 

Mr. Harrison. That is correct. 

Mr. Harpy. Did the Congress or did it not intend there would be a 
realistic valuation placed on the worth of a facility at the end of the 
emergency £ 

Mr. Harrtson. We understand that to be one of the considerations 
that the Congress was to take into account, not the determining con 
sideration. 

Mr. Harpy. In other words, if you have got to give a man an entire 
plant and let him pay for it through the accelerated process and relieve 
os of excess profits and on the amount of money that goes to retire 
that plant, you are just going to let the taxpayers, either through the 
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defense effort itself or through inflated prices because of the defense 
effort, get a plant free at the end of the eme rgency. 

Mr. Harrison. No, Mr. Chairman, I didn’t say that. What I said 
was that as we interpreted the intent of the Congress with respect to 
these facilities that have thus far been approved for accelerated de- 
preciation, it has been our judgment that the intent of the Congress 
was followed out in the recommendation that we have made for the 
seventy odd percent acce ‘lerated de prec lation. 

Mr. Harpy. I wouldn’t take issue with you on that, because I think 
obviously you would try to carry out what you consider to be the intent 
of Congress. 

Mr. Harrison. These matters of judgment, sir—I do want to say, 
sir, that our judgment wasn’t predicated on the single factor of the 
usefulness of the life of this facility at the expiration. That is all 
I w: anted to say. 

Mr. Casey. General, at that point I wonder—wouldn’t it be appro- 
priate to specify exactly what the language says as to the basis for 
issuing a certificate of necessity ¢ 

Mr. Harrison. We have written several memoranda on that, trying 
to get our own thoughts collected on it, and I think Mr. Woodside has 
that. 

Mr. Casry. Let me put it another way. You say that the economic 
utility of the plants at the end of the 5-year period is only one of 
the factors to be considered in fixing the percentage of the certificate. 

I wonder if you could enumerate the other factors. 

Mr. Harrison. Yes, broadly. 

Mr. Casry. Isthat the same question put a different way / 

Mr. Harrison. Broadly, if I may, we start on the premise that we 
are short of resources and, being short of resources, our defense effort 
is likely to be impaired, inflation is likely to run rampant, because 
resources are short, and we do not have enough steel ang employment 
is likely to ree impaired because we do not have sufficient resources. 
That is the background. 

Mr. Harpy. You have to determine the applicability of each of 
those with respect to a particular industry or particular applications 4 

Mr. Harrison. We do, sir. We have very careful studies made of 
those things. 

Mr. Harpy. Excuse the interruption. 

Mr. Harrison. We start against that background and then we try 
to determine broadly the things that are necessary to be done to 
expand the resources. Now, we start with the premise that they 
intended that there be Government financial aid to do that, and we 
happen to think a very sound and a very forward-looking approach 
by Congress in that thing. 

Now, we have attempted to develop these criteria as we have worked 
along on the thing. So that we work against that background. We 
have tried to take each of these projects and break them down and 
make a judgment estimate as to the usefulness of the particular product 
at the end of 5 years. We take a steel mill, for example. We break 
it down to six or seven component parts, and we attempt to evaluate 
in our judgment what we think will be the useful life of that par- 
ticular component. 

Mr. Harpy. You do that with respect toa particular mill ? 

Mr. Harrison. Yes, sir. 
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Mr. Harpy. Or do you have a basis on which you say, “We made 
this for one a. int see we will give it to this one” é 

Mr. Harrison. No: we * irt on the basis of : L partic ular applica- 
tion, not a particular mill, but a particular ap vie ation. It comes in, 
and we try to find out what is intended to be spent under that applica- 
tion. We break it down and we give percentage values, in our judg- 
ment again, to these different components 

Then when we have finished the whole thing, frankly we wrap it 
up into a common figure. That is to illustrate how we get at it. 

Mr. Harpy. That brings out a very pertinent point. I think 
would be interesting to know what is the variation in the percentage 
allowed on your certificates of necessity for similar types of plants 
within an industry. 

Mr. Harrison. In broad measure for the same type of a thing— 
for example, if it happens to be a coke oven or it happens to be bloom- 
ing mill—— 

Mr. Harpy. Take a coke oven. How much variation is there be- 
tween the percentage allowed for one coke oven and that for another 4 

Mr. Harrison. My recollection is, sir, there is none, with this ex- 
ception: That in the case of small businesses or new businesses we 
have attempted to interpret the intent of Congress, which was to 
encourage those, and we have granted a little higher depreciation rate 
in those cases. 

Mr. Harpy. So that, except in the case of the very small plant, the 
percentage allowed is the same and actually a careful scrutiny of the 
individual application was wasted effort; wasn’t it / 

Mr. Harrison. No, sir: 1am awfully sorry, sir, because in the event 
of a project, we will say, of a million dollars, there might be a hun- 
dred thousand dollars of that project made for coke ovens, there 
might be two hundred thousand of it for blooming mills, might be 
three hundred thousand for dockside facilities, or something. 

Mr. Harpy. If vou have set up a percentage applicable to each par- 
ticular. phase of that application, all you need to do is apply that 
percentage and then properly weight them, and you have got your 
percentage for the entire application. 

Mr. Harrison. Mr. Chairman, that is a starting point. But in all 
instances we feel there should be the exercise of judgment on these 
things. Sure, we do have those kinds of ground rules to start with, 
and we do want to insure that there is uniformity of treatment for the 
type of facility. We make a direct effort to do that. 

I only illustrate it to indicate at least the thought and the care with 
which this thing has been approved. 

Mr. Casry. General, do you find any language in the Revenue Act 
of 1950 upon which to base the policy to give new ventures a higher 
percentage certificate than existing concerns—existing business 
concerns ! 

Mr. Harrison. Yes: we found, sir, running through the whole 
intent of Congress, running through the whole intent of the admin- 
istration, and it seems to me 

Mr. Casey. Do you find it in section 124? 

Mr. Harrison. Please, sir, | cannot particularize as to that, but I cer- 
tainly have taken it as the intent of Congress and the intent of the 
administration to render help to small businesses and to new enter- 
prises, so that monopoly shall not be fostered. 
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Mr. Casry. Do you construe that the certificate of necessity is In 
effect a form of subsidy ¢ 

Mr. Harrison. No; [I do not so construe it. My idea is the certificate 
of necessity was a very broad-gage approach by the Congress to facili- 
tate expansion of resources during this trying period that the country 
IS In, 

Mr. Lanrarr. We have used this term “resources” several times, and 
I believe you stated, General, the whole basis in your approach to this 
sto deve lop resources _ h are in short supply. 

Mr. HARRISON, Yes, Ss 

Mr. Lantrarr. With Deals to the term ‘resources, do you mean 
raw materials or the manufacturing resources to produce a finished 
product 4 What do you mean by resources ¢ 

Mr. Harrison. Broadly, sir, I mean raw materials and the products 
that bring a raw material into a semifinished state, which then can go 
on to be chewe cl up into an end product. 

Mr, Lantarr. Have you arrived, then, at a conclusion that there is 

shortage in the country of the manufacturing resources capable ot 
producing finished products ¢ 

Mr. Harrison. As a generalization, we have arrived at the contrary. 
We have arrived at the view that there is ample facilities in the country 
for what we call chewing up resources. 

Mr. Lanrarr. What percentage of certificates have been granted to 
develop the raw materials as compared with certificates granted to 
develop or expand manufacturing plants which you say are in over- 
supply. 

Mr. Harrison. Please, sir, I didn’t mean to imply they are in over- 
supply. I meant to imply that they are adequate. 

Mr. Lantarr. If they are adequate, then the intent of Congress, if 
carried out, would mean that no certificates would be granted for plant 
expansion. 

Mr. Harrtson. No; 1 wouldn't go that far, because in any chewing- 
up process you need a new kind of a chewing-up facility, which kind 
ot facility heretofore has not been used. 

To illustrate, take a large press for punching out or pressing out 
extrusions, aluminum extrusions, if you like. That is a piece of a 
facility to chew up something, but it is a facility that heretofore has 
not been available. So that there has been help given in the case of 
that kind ofa press. We will just take that. 

Well, if Mr. Woodside doesn’t have the figures, we will furnish those 
to the committee, and you will find that the preponderant amount of 
certificates have been evolved in those cases of what I would charac- 
terize as expansion of the resources as contrasted with the facilities 
to chew resources up. 

Mr. Lanrarr. I know from conversations I have had with the Muni- 
tions Board that they are in a buyer’s market; that there are ample 
plants in the country to produce end products for the defense effort. 
They cite a case where the Government wanted to buy some steel 
barges, and I think there were a hundred fifty or sixty p slants that bid 
on _— barges. So that was why I was interested in just what you 
meant by this short: age of resources: and, if we do accept the premise 
that we have ample manufactur ing facilities, with some reservations, 
then is it not the intent of Congress not to continue to expand certain 
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Pp ylants at the expense of other existing fac ali ties and small business 
but merely to expand sources of raw materi: “7 

Mr. Harrison. We have so interpreted het 

Mr. Lantarr. If that is true then what percentage of certificates 
already granted have been granted to encourage the production of raw 
materials as compared with the expansion of existing plants 

Mr. Harrison. I don’t know, sir, whether Mr. Woodside has them 
broken down, but, if he doesn’t have, I will furnish it to the committee. 

Mr. Woopsipre. I don’t have that breakdown with me, but I ean per- 
haps answer your question this w: ay: that the certifications so far 
have occurred in four or five major areas: 

1. Your steel industry, which includes everything from ore on up 
to finishing mills: 

2. Your petroleum industry, where you are seeking an increase in 
your capacity : 

3. Aluminum, we have a shortage of aluminum that the General 
referred to: 

Transportation facilities, including ore carriers: 

5. Refractories for the purposes of serving the furnaces: 

Then a broad category of cases in which the services have been 
interested. They have been interested in all kinds of manufacturing 
facilities for military end products. 

Mr. Lanrarr. Now in connection with granting certificates for the 
creation of military end products, have you made a study and arrived 
at the conclusion that there did not exist in the country sufficient 
plant capacity to produce a specific end product before you granted 
the certificate ? 

Mr. Harrison. Micght I answer that? Some months ago I wrote 
tt Memorandum as a matter of record to Mr. Creedon, head of the 
Facilities Bureau, and directed them not to approve any such facil 
ities until such investigation had been made. Yes, sir: we have very 
definitely done that. 

Mr. Lanrarr. Can you say that no certificate is approved or that 
no loan is approved or not guaranty is approved if there exists any- 
where in the country the manufacturing facilities capable of pro- 
ducing the end item ? 

Harrison. No: I cannot Say that. Again we have attempted 
to be practical in the administration of this thing. For example, if, 
in a major city, there was a contract, which contract needed some 
additional kinds of facilities, and that major city =. _— to be 
located in Michigan, we have not explored everything Texas and 

California and New England to do that. 

As a practical matter, what we are now working toward is the 
establishment of zones, and we are setting up field offices, and we hope 
to do this in a practical manner with respect to zones or areas. But 
again it gets down to the fact that as a practical matter I doubt if 
we have authorized any accelerated depreciation, except in special 
cases where it has been proven that there hasn’t been facilities for the 
expansion of what we will call chewing-up facilities, because we 
recognize that, if we so cid it. we would not take advantage of the 
facilities that are now available—not only physical facilities but or 
eanizations. We would not be helping small business to the extent that 
we have an obligation to help small business. 
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So we have definitely, but I couldn't say, sir, that every facility 
in the country has been examined and tested against a given matter. 
We try to approach it oh a very sound and what we think isa practi- 
cal basis, 

Mr. Lantirr. You appvoach it on an area basis? 

Mr. Harrison. We are nok attempting to approach it broadly 
on an area basis. 

Mr. Lantarr. Don't you think that tends to penalize nonindustrial 
areas in this program to the extent of those areas that are already 
heavily industrialized ¢ 

Mr. Harrison. Yes; I think it would if we were to approve such 
expansions, but bear with me, sir. As vet I doubt if any such ex 
pansions have been approved, because we have this very deliberate 
policy that we do not think it is sound to use up our resources—steel 
and copper and lead—to build new facilities if there exist any other 
facilites. 

I can’t say, sir, that we are a hundred percent foolproof on that. I 
do say it is our intent and I would be vary much surprised if we have 
authorized any such. 

Mr. Lanvarr. Mr. Chairman, I am interested in having the statis- 
tics furnished this subcommittee as to percentage of approvals that 
have been for increased resources in the field of raw materials as com- 
pared with the manufacturing of end items. 

Mr. Harrison. I think it would be very helpful as a matter of con- 
tinuing record to have that information. The reason I don’t think we 
have it is because I don’t believe—we have had a stop on the thing. 

Mr. Casey. To get back for a minute to this question of the essen- 
tial nature of a certificate, you stated, I believe, it was not a form of 
subsidy. 

Mr. Harrison. In my judgment it is not, sir. In my judgment it is 
aun intent on the part of the Congress to encourage the building of 
these facilities. 

Mr. Harpy. Subsidies, General, manifest an intent of Congress. 

Mr. Harrison. Please, sir, I am not an economist and I am not a 
financial expert and I don’t quite understand those languages. I don’t 
know what a subsidy means. All I know is we are trying to administer 
the intent of Congress on that thing. I don’t find the word “subsidy” 
in any of the records. Maybe it is there. , 

Mr. Casey. General, is it not true that certificates of necessity were 
the outgrowth of the beginning of World War IT? 

Mr. Harrison. Sir, I really do not know. 

Mr. Casey. Are they in essence a substitute for the rate of depre- ; 
ciation fixed by the Bureau of Internal Revenue for peacetime 
facilities ? 

Mr. Harrison. Yes; the Congress so indicated that they were to be. 

Mr. Casey. And don’t they represent what is determined by the 
Government, in this particular instance by the National Production 
Authority, to be a true business cost of that concern during the period 
of the emergency ¢ 

Mr. Harrison. No, sir; Iam sorry. I was very much interested. I : 
have no knowledge that suggests that the cost incident to the acceler- 
ated depreciation part of the expense is a cost that is to be borne by the 
current purchasers of the material. 
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Now, Mr. Woodside can correct me on that. I would like to illus- 
trate, for example. When Mr. Larson negotiated the contracts to buy 
aluminum, for example, my recollection is—again it is my recollec- 
tion—that those contracts are predicated on average market prices 
of aluminum. 

Mr. Casey. In other werds you only allow normal depreciation for 
pricing purposes 4 

Mr. Harrison. Please, sir, | don’t happen to have the responsibility 
for executing any of these contracts. 

Mr. Harpy. Maybe Mr. Woodside can answer that. 

Mr. Woopstpr. Mr. Chairman, as I understand the history of this 
thing from World War II, in the procurement the services allowed as 
an element of cost normal depreciation, or attempted to, but under 
the renegotiation statute the full amount of the certificate of necessity 
was allowed as a cost at the time of renegotiation. I think that in 
general terms is the picture. 

Now I understand the Renegotiation Act recently passed, last week 
or so, contains essentially the same provisions with respect to the 
allowance and amortization as a cost at the time of renegotiation. 
So far as ] know, I believe the services have decided to follow about 
the same policy they did before on the contract prices, although 
please don’t hold me to that because I don’t know whether they have 
finally come to that conclusion or not. I know it has been under 
discussion for some time. 

Mr. Harpy. The net effect is this: That in the event any company 
makes in excess of a normal profit, when you take into account the 
prices on a Normal rate of amortization—rather the pricing—they 
will not be subject to an excess profits tax until they reach the ac- 
celerated rate of amortization. 

Mr. Woopsipe. That is right. 

Mr. Harpy. So that the accelerated rate of amortization goes into 
play unless the company just doesn’t make enough money to cover. 

Mr. Harrison. Yes. 

Mr. Woopstpr. I don’t believe it is possible, Mr. Chairman, to say 
in any case what amount of your accelerated amortization is included 
in the price. The reason I say that is under 124 of the statute during 
the last war there was a provision for a certificate of nonreimburse- 
ment. 

In other words, in general terms, the effect of the thing was there 
had to be certification by the authorities that the contractor was not 
being reimbursed by the Government for the cost of the facilities 
over and above his normal depreciation. It became an impossible 
thing to administer. I don’t think there were more than a half dozen 
certificates issued under that provision, and the section was repealed. 
If you ask me in any case to say how much of, say, a 75-percent cer- 
tificate will be reflected in the cost of the product, either in a military 
procurement item or steel or copper or aluminum or some other 
product, I don’t know how to tell you how to find out. It is one of 
those things that becomes lost. 

Mr. Harpy. You know that it is reflected fully if the company 
makes enough money for it to be reflected fully; isn’t that right? 

Mr. Woopsipr. It is entirely possible, if the company makes enough 
money, it will be reflected fully. 
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Mr. Harpy. It is entirely possib le. Is there any other interpreta- 
tion that you can place upon it, if in your renegotiation allowance it 
is going to be made for the amount that you determine on the 
cert ificate ot necessity é 

Mr. W OoODSIDE. | don’t believe | follow vou. 

Mr. Harpy. If in renegotiation the amount established on your 
certificate of necessity is going to govern, if the company makes that 


much money, then that amount goes into the price of the article that 


is sold. 
Mr. Woopstpr. Sure. 
Mr. Harpy. There can’t be any question about that. The only 


time when a full amount would not be reflected is when the corpora- 
tion failed to make that much money. 

Mr. Harrison. That is right. 

Mr. Woopsipr. In those cases subject to renegotiation, that is right. 

Mr. Casey. I don’t believe we have the record clear on the factors 
that go into the determination of the percentage. The general out- 
lined the background. Outside of the consideration being given to the 
economic utility of the plant after the 5-year period, I would like to 
have a further explanation of what other factors are considered in 
fixing that percentage. 

Mr. Woopsipr. Mr. Casey, I have here a memorandum which dis- 
cusses 1h some detail our approach to this whole problem, and I would 
be glad to submit it for the record, if you like. 

Mr. Harpy. We would like to have a copy of it. I don’t know if we 
want to put all that in the record, but can you tell us in a very few 
words in general the nature of the factors that are considered / 

Mr. Woovsitpr. Well, let me start at the beginning, if I may. 

Under the statute you have to find first that the facility is necessary 
in the interest of national defense. ‘That means that in almost every 
case it is going to be necessary to find there is a shortage of those 
facilities. That will be a shortage either in terms of the situation as it 
has obtained or a shortage as you forsee it in the light of the increased 
demand resulting from the defense effort. 

We have approached the problem so far pretty much on the basis of 
an industry approach rather than a case-by-case approach. We have 
operated so far in areas, as I mentioned before, where there were pretty 
well-defined targets, where the scope of the expansion which you were 
trying to draw out by this means was pretty well known, and in each 
of those cases, in each of these areas, there has been a desire to get a 
very substantial increase in capacity over and above that which has 
obtained. And they have been in areas where, in our judgment, the 
degree of expansion called for has involved a substantial, in our 
judgment, risk: that upon a return to normal conditions—take your 
own definition for “normal”—there might very well be a sizable excess 
of capacity. 

That excess of capacity would affect the value of every plant in the 
country. 

Mr. Harpy. It would affect the value of not only the one you have 
granted a certificate on, but the one that didn’t expand. 

Mr. Woopstpr. That is right. In attempting to reach a fair judg- 
ment as to that risk you are also faced with the proposition that many 
of these companies just cannot raise the money to finance sizable 
expansion unless they have this sort of help, because you can’t aceumu- 
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late the same amount of cash reserves to service debt at a 62 percent 
tax rate as you can at a lower rate. So that the financial element has 
entered into the calculations very substantially. 

Mr. Harpy. I hate to interrupt, but we will have to adjourn in a 
minute. I thought we might be able to get a statement in broad terms 
of these other factors. It looks hike we probably will not be able to 
doit. I had hoped we could do it in order that we could more intelli- 
gently discuss them when we came back. 

Since we have had one or two that were mentioned in a wav that I 
think we can understand them—the necessity and the need—that is 
one factor—but if we can’t approach it on that basis, I think we had 
better dismiss that until we have more time. 

Mr. Harrison. Would it be helpful, sir, 1f we attempted to prepare 
a memorandum for you on that thing? 

Mr. Harpy. I had sort of hoped, General, and IT am a little dis 
appointed in Mr. Woodside’s versatility, I had sort of hoped he might 
be able to just spout out in short order a few general principles that 
we could mull over and explore a little bit more. Frankly, I think 
he is just a little modest in not wanting to do that rather than not being 
capable of doing it. 

Mr. HARRISON, May I. on behalf ot Mr. Woodside, say this: This 
has been a very imports int thing, and we have been consistently work- 
ing. How can we write down a simple set of ground rules / We have 
difficulty with it, Mr. Chairman. 

I don’t know. very frankly now, whether we want to operate on a 
set of fixed ground rules. What we want to try to do is try to 
analyze these cases. Responsible people—and I participate in the dis 
cussion with the rest of the peop le—try to use our judgment on these 
Cases, I have atte mipted to avoid the establishment of too hard an id 
fast rules on these things. I want to make that clear, sir. 

Mr. Harpy. I didn’t mean for - right now to get into a lot of 
detail on your set of ground rules, but I thought we might enumerate 


in 1, 2.3. 4 order the broad prince iples that were involved here, but we 
are setting sort of tangled up. I think we had better leave that until 


a subsequent hearing. 

Mr. Lantarr. What is this memorandum, the one Mr. Woodside has 
here? 

Mr. Harpy. We will ask him to leave it. 

Mr. Casry. I have a copy. 

Mr. HARRISON. It isa very helpful memorandum and discusses the 
whole thing. It can’t be boiled down in a half page, our ground rules. 
That is the unfortunate part. 

Mr. Harpy. Here is an item of statistics I would like to clear up 
before we leave. A eee was made to an authorization of S600 
million ins section B04, : ial | believe it was stated that SID million of 
that S600 million had be n set aside for direct loans. 

Mr. Harrison. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Harpy. Which would leave $525 million of the total authorized. 
I would like to jus st inquire as to whistler that S525 million is cur- 
rently available for direct loans. 

Mr. HARRISON. No. sir: it is not. It has been committed for other 
purposes. If the committee wishes, I would be glad to give them a 
complete analysis of those commitments. 
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Mr. I ARDY. (3 an you te |] us without getting into det: ul how muc h of 
that fund is still left ? 

Mr. Harrison. My belief is, sir, it is more than run out at the minute. 

Mr. Harpy. You mean it is alre: ady oversubscribed 4 

Mr. Harrison. There are enough thoughts in the mill that would 
oversubseribe, and I went before another committee last week or the 
week before requesting more money for that fund, so I am familiar 
withit. Our biggest obligation. sir, is for the set aside of funds for the 
functions which the Government is performing in the way of central 
purchasing of some of our basic commodities such as tin : and rubber and 
some other items, machine tools. 

Mr. Harpy. Then you are using this fund for stockpiling ¢ 

Mr. Harrison. No, sir; I am sorry. would like to explain it in 
another way. It has been thought to be the considered judgment 
of all of us in Government that there ought to be one central agency 
to buy certain commodities. I will illustrate by rubber and tin. Now 
there must be working Cc apit: al provided to buy the rubber and tin, 
and we have allocated money out of this S600 million fund for that 
nn 

Mr. Harpy. Do you mean to tell me we didn’t have any money 
available for the purchase of those things from other funds ? 

Mr. Harrison. Yes; 1 so mean to tell you. 

Mr. Harpy. What is the General Services using in its program ¢ 

Mr. Harrison. I am sorry, sir. They have been buying for stock- 
pile purposes and other things, and these are funds that have been 
allocated to General Services for that purpose. This is a new function. 

Mr. Harpy. The authority set up in the act for the use of the $600 
million is pretty broad ¢ 

Mr. Harrison. We so interpreted it. 

Mr. Harpy. How much more money do you ask for? 

Mr. Harrison. Could I have this off the record ? 

Mr. Harpy. Is there any reason why ? 

Mr. Harrison. It is a very substantial amount. If you will be good 
enough to excuse me—— ; 

Mr. Harpy. We will overlook the question for the moment. 

Mr. Harrison. I will whisper it to you afterward. 

Mr. Harpy. That is quite all right, General. Except for the $75 
million, it is all gone now? 

Mr. Harrison. Well, it is all committed, sir. Physically it has not 
been used, but we consider it a commitment. Now Mr. Woodside can 
give you the last official tally on it. What is the last official figure ? 

Mr. Woopstpr. The last figure I had was four-hundred-some-mil- 
lion, but several things have occurred in the past few days which 
have altered that, and J have not had a chance to pull the figures 
together. 

Mr. Harrison. It is pretty near run out. 

Mr. Harpy. How much of your $75 million that you have set aside 
for direct loans have you used ? 

Mr. Harrison. Forty-four or forty-five. 

Mr. Harpy. You have still got about 30 million of that left? 

Mr. Harrtson. Yes, Mr. Chairman, and I am sure, sir, if there were 
some more loans that were coming along that justified the granting of 
them, there might well be some of this unallocated, or the new funds 
might be coming along. 
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Mr. Harpy. Unless there is some further question we need to ex- 
plore at this time, we will adjourn, to reconvene at 2 o’clock in this 
room. 

(Whereupon, at 12:30 p. m., the subcommittee adjourned, to re 
convene at 2 p.m. of the same day.) 


AFTERNOON SESSION 


Mr. Harpy. Let the subcommittee be in order. Mr. Woodside and 
General Farrell, will you come back, please. 


FURTHER STATEMENT OF BYRON D. WOODSIDE, DIRECTOR, BUSI- 
NESS EXPANSION OFFICE, DEFENSE PRODUCTION ADMINISTRA- 
TION; ACCOMPANIED BY T. F. FARRELL, DEPUTY ADMINISTRA- 
TOR, DEFENSE PRODUCTION ADMINISTRATION 


Mr. Harpy. I would hke to clear up just one or two questions. 
I believe the figures that we had indicated that the average amortiza- 
tion under certificates of necessity which have been issued permit the 
accelerated amortization of 74 percent of the plant value. Is that 
about correct / 

Mr. Woopsipr. Seventy-four percent of that portion of the estimated 
cost which we believe is certifiable. 

Mr. Harpy. Which means the plant value eliminating the land. Is 
that correct ¢ 

Mr. Woopsipr. Excuse me; not plant value. The applicant’s esti- 
mated cost of that plant. 

Mr. Harpy. And if it costs him less than that, then his percentage 
of actual cost would be increased: and if it cost him more, it would be 
decreased ? 

Mr. Woopstpr. No, sir. 

Mr. Harpy. How does that work ? 

Mr. Woopsipr. The copy of the certificate after it has been signed 
by the Administrator of DPA is sent to the Bureau, and at some point 
along the line the company will amend its application to reflect any 
changes in those figures, or at least it may. 

But when it actually comes to use the certificate, the company will 
be entitled to apply that percentage against the basis of its property. 

Mr. Harpy. You mean the actual cost of it ? 

Mr. Woopstpe. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Harpy. So then my first query was essentially correct, that, 
looking at the average plant, 74 percent of its cost would be amortized 
over a 5-year period. 

Mr. Woopsipr. That is correct. 

Mr. Harpy. The plant cost? 

Mr. Woopsipe. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Harpy. Now with respect to the remaining 26 percent, is that 
amortizable at the normal rate? 

Mr. Woopstpr. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Harpy. That would be amortizable at the normal rate. Then 
the percentage of his total plant cost amortized over a 5-year period 
would be considerably in excess of 74 percent then. Is that right? 

Mr. Woopsine. It would be something in excess of 74 percent, 
depending upon the rate of depreciation normally taken for that type 
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of facility. If it is a 5-percent facility, for example, it would be 5 
percent of 26 percent. : ; 

Mr. Harpy. For a year that would be 25 percent of 26 percent : 

Mr. Woopstpr. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Harpy. So assuming that particular case, it would be another 
8.5 percent, which would bring him up to about an $5-percent recovery 
of his plant cost, assuming a 5-percent plant. 

Mr. Woopsrpr. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Cassy. Mr. Woodside, then that provision in the law which 
in substance savs that the amount certified shall be in leu of the 
amount of normal depreciation permitted under Bureau of Internal 
Revenue schedule such-and-so apples only to the portion of the plant 
that Is covered by the certificate. Is that so/ 

Mr. Woopsipr. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Harpy. So under your interpretation of it, assuming a plant 
with a normal 5-percent depreciation and an average rate, something 
over 80 percent of the total cost of his plant would have been recovered 
through amortization nad year period. 

Mr. WoopsIDeE. Would have been deductible for tax purposes dur 
Ing the 5 year period, 

Mr. Harpy. That is putting it more accurately and more technically, 
Let us look again at this $75,000,000 that has been testified was set 
aside out of the 8600,000,000 for direct loans. I believe it was testi. 
fied that loans have been made aggregating about $45,000,000 4 

Mr. Woopsipe. That is corre 

Mr. Harpy. Do you know how many loans that represents / 

Mr. Woopstpr. About 21. 

Mr. Harpy. Can you tell the committee how many applications are 
now pending 4 

Mr. Woopsipr. I cannot give you an exact figure, Mr. Chairman, 
because those loan applications under the Defense Production Act are 
filed in the first instance with the so-called delegate agencies. which 
are Commerce, Interior, Agriculture, and Defense Transport. The 
appli ations are filed with those agencies. The field investigation is 
made by the REC as their agent. and I believe in some instances the 
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field oflices of the delegate agencies themselves are emploved. The 
loans are reviewed by the delegate agencies, and if thev are denied 
we never see them. 

If a recommendation is made for approval, then they are forwarded 
to the Defense Production Administration. Now as of a recent date. 
I think the applications received totaled somewhere around 440—do 
not hold me to that: that is rough—among the four agencies. 

Mr. Harpy. Can you tell the committee how many applications for 
loans are now before NPA or DPA, as the case may be. recommended 
for approval by the delegate agencies 7 

Mr. Woopsipe. There are in our shop at the moment, I think, either 
three or four recommended loans on which we have not vet taken 
action, T understand that there have been denials by the delegate 
agencies that run up close to 100. Of those which remain, I am not 
In position to give you an estimate of what might be coming up for 
approval, but I think that the budget estimates that we were working 
with totaled possibly a total requirement of—well, I think Commerce’s 
total loan estimates were somewhat over a billion dollars for the 
remainder of this fiseal vear. 








$ 
3 
i 
i 
- 
- 
bl 


CERTIFICATES OF NECESSITY AND DEFENSE LOANS 39 


Mr. Harpy. Direct loans? 

Mr. W oopsipre. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Harpy. Something over a billion dollars? 

Mr. Woopstor. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Harpy. Then it is a pretty reasonable assumption that they 
have got a lot of ap yplic ations in there which they expect to recomme na 
favorably. 

Mr. Woopsipr. No, the budget estimates were prepare “dl on the basis 
of what might come forward. That is not an indication in any sense 
that that is what would be recommended or, if recommended, it would 
be approved. But the only thing we had to go on was what they had 
mm the w: ay ot app ylications and what they expected to receive if the *\ 
continued to come In about the same rate. 

Mr. Harpy. Between now and July 1? 

Mr. Woopstpr. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Harpy. You say there are three or four applications pending 
now. Can you tell us the ager ‘gate amount involved in those loans 
that are pending, approximately 

Mr. Woopsipr. I believe they a | be less than 85,000,000. 

Mr. Harpy. So, assuming that those were approved, even after they 
were approved you would still have in the neighborhood of >: 25,000,000 
available for direct loans. 

Mr. W oopsIDE. Yes, SIT. 

Mr. Harpy. In the consideration of an app yication for a direct loan, 
you are governed by the policies that were enunciated he ‘re this morn- 
ing by Mr. Howse / 

Mr. Woopsipe. I have seen that policy statement: and without 
having it before me or having an opportunity to check each point in 
there, | am confident that the administration of the 302 loan program 
to date has not been in conflict with any major aspect of that policy 
statement, 

Mr. Harpy. Let me ask you this: Did you participate 1m the formu 
lation of that policy ¢ 

Mr. Woopstpe. No, sir: that was a statement by the Office of Defense 
Mobilization. 

Mr. Harpy. I understood th: at that policy was promulgated for the 
suidance of DPA in connection with these loans. Ordinarily one 
age ney of Government does not promulg: ite policies affecting another 
one without at least some collaboration. Do I take it from your state- 
ment that insofar as you know, Defense Production had no part in 
collaborating or anything else in connection with the policies under 
which it would process loans ¢ 

Mr. W oopsIDe. | speak for my self on this. I did not have any part 
of this policy statement of ODM. 

Mr. Harpy. Were you aware of the existence of that policy state- 
ment ¢ 

Mr. Woopsipr. I became aware of it within the last 10 days or 2 
weeks. 

Mr. Harpy. Then it would be a safe assumption that prior to the 
last 10 days or 2 weeks, you did not operate under it / 

Mr. Woopsine. We have operated from the beginning, Mr. Chair- 
man, on the basis of regulations and criteria prepared back in October 
and November of 1950 by the staff of the National Security Resources 
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Board in collaboration with representatives ot the agencies that were 
subsequently appointed as delegate agencies for the administration 
of the loan program. ; 

Those criteria and those regulations have been in effect throughout 
this operation, have been followed throughout this operation ; and, 
as I said a moment ago, I know of no major particular in which they 
conflict. 

Mr. Harpy. If you have not studied them very carefully, you prob- 
ably did not know whether they did or did not. 

Mr. Woopsine. I told you that I had a good look at that. I have not 
had a chance to study it. 

Mr. Harpy. I just happened to notice—and you heard Mr. Howse’s 
statement this morning, and the statement reads: 

On February 14, 1951, the Office of Defense Mobilization established certain 
policies at the Defense Mobilization Board meeting and asked the Defense Pro- 
duction Administration to develop policies and procedures to insure that 
and he enumerates his 11 points. 

That was on February 14. Have the loans which have been made 
under sections 302 and 303 been made subsequent to February 14, or 
were they all made prior to February 144 

Mr. Woopsipr. There have been a number of loans made since Feb- 
ruary 14. I cannot tell you just what number. I could give it to you. 
I do not have it at my fingertips. 

Mr. Harpy. Maybe this is beside the point, but there seems to be no 
clear understapding as to the policies that had been set up by the 
Office of Defense Mobilization; and it may be that the operations of 
Defense Production Administration have been consistent with those 
policies. But there apparently is no definite knowledge as to whether 
that is the case or not. 

What I have been trying to do here this morning was to develop 
a relationship between Defense Mobilization and Defense Production 
to try to see if I could find out where one started and another one 
took over. If it is the responsibility of Defense Mobilization to 
promulgate the policies under which Defense Production would oper- 
ate, it would certainly seem that there ought to be a better understand- 
ing in Defense Production as to what the policies were that Defense 
Mobilization had prescribed. 

Would that not be correct ? 

Mr. Woopsinr. I have never received a copy of the policy declaration 
of the Office of Defense Mobilization. 

Mr. Casry. Mr. Woodside, are you in direct charge of both the 
granting of certificates and the granting of certificate loans? 

Mr. Woopsipr. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Casey. Then this policy statement that was read to us today 
was to control in the main your operations in these two fields; was it 
not ¢ 

Mr. Woopsipr. I am sorry, you are asking me about a document that 
I have never had transmitted to me. 

Mr. Casey. Right now I am not asking you about the document. 
[ am asking you whether or not the policy statement that was read 
here today was not designed to control the operations in the two fields 
of which you are the operating head ? 

Mr. Woopsine. I presume it was. 
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Mr. Casey. And is it not true that the Defense Mobilization Author- 
ity froze the certificates as of the first time they started to look into 
them ? 

Mr. Woopstpr. I am completely unaware of this. 

Mr. Harpy. You did not know they had been frozen ? 

Mr. Woopstpr. No, sir: it is news to me. 

Mr. Harpy. I am sorry General Harrison is not here. He might 
shed a little further light on it. I do not know whether he knew any- 
thing more about it or not. 

I think, Mr. Howse, you ought to come back up here and join in this 
little round-table discussion. Where is Mr. Howse? Let us sit down 
here and find out what this is all about. 


FURTHER STATEMENT OF ALFRED E. HOWSE, ASSISTANT TO THE 
DIRECTOR, OFFICE OF DEFENSE MOBILIZATION 


Mr. Harpy. Let me see if I understand here. Is it correct that the 
Oflice of Defense Mobilization is supposed to set up the policies under 
which Defense Production operates ? 

Mr. Howser. Yes, sir; that is correct. That is our interpretation 
of it. 

Mr. Harpy. Do you know whether anybody in Defense Production 
was provided with copies of such policies as you outlined here to us 
this morning ? 

Mr. Howse. Mr. Chairman, I do not know of my personal knowl- 
edge, but I assume they were. The policies were enunciated at a 
Defense Mobilizaticn Board meeting, which is an advisory board com- 
posed of the heads of all of the agencies that are involved in the 
defense mobilization effort. It was also enunciated at the defense 
mobilization executives’ meeting, and, after having been cleared 
through those two meetings, then became an established policy and 
was transmitted to the various agencies concerned. 

Mr. Harpy. Transmitted in written form or orally ? 

Mr. Howse. A copy of the regular board minutes. 

Mr. Harpy. Were these policies which you enumerated here this 
morning, these 11 points, presented to the agencies affected in sub- 
stantially the form that you gave them to this committee ? 

Mr. Howse. My statement this morning, Mr. Chairman, was simply 
a copy of that polie: v statement. 

Mr. Harpy. That is a copy of a policy statement, and here is a head 
of the unit in Defense Production, having the responsibility for the 
issuance of certificates of necessity and for the approval of loans under 
all three of these sections, and he tells this committee that he had 
not seen this thing at all until recently; he does not know whether 
they have been operating under it, and he did not even know that there 
had been any freeze 

How can you explain that to us? 

Mr. Howse. Mr. Hardy, I cannot explain it. 

Mr. Harpy. Do you suppose there is anybody down in any of the 
offices that can give us a solution to this thing and find out just what 
happened to these policies which were supposedly enunciated on 
February 14% 

Mr. Howser. I should say that was an administrative matter within 
the province of DPA, and I assume that we certainly do not—once 
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we pass the policy on to the constituent agencies, we do not go down 
and police it to see if it is followed. : 

Mr. Harpy. Mr. Woodside, let me ask you this: Did you ever see 
an enunciation of policies by Defense Mobilization set forth Ih essen- 
tially the order that Mr. Howde has given to us 4 

Mr. Woopsipr. Mr. Chairman. I told you a little earlier that I had 
had a chance to look at that very quickly, but it has never been trans 
mitted to me as a document to be followed by DPA in the adminis- 
tration of this loan program. In other words, as far as I know, the 
loan program has been administered right straight through on the 
basis of the criteria and the regulations adopted last November. 

Mr. Harpy. Can you tell us when and where you had this oppor 
tunity to glance at this thing ¢ 

Mr. Woopsipr. I had a conversation with Mr. Howse some time in, 
I guess, the latter part of February. Is that not correct, Mr. Howse ? 

Mr. Howser. I do not remember when it was. Mr. Woodside, about 
the time this came up. 

Mr. Woopstine. I was shown a copy of, as I understood it then, a 
proposed policy statement; and [ had a chance to read it quickly. 

Mr. Harpy. So you saw it in Mr. Howse’s office ¢ 

Mr. Woopsipr. That is right. 

Mr. Harpy. And it has never come to youl attention officially. Let 
us take another question on this freezing proposition, When did you 
tell this committee that these things were frozen, Mr. Howse ? 

Mr. Howser. To the best of my recollection, Mr. Chairman, it was 
about the middle of January. 

Mr. Harpy. Have they ever been unfrozen / 

Mr. Howse. They were only frozen for about a week or 10 days. 

Mr. Harpy. Do you know whether there were actually any certifi 
cates granted or any loans approved during that period ¢ 

Mr. Howsr. Ido not know. I assume there were not. 

Mr. Harpy. Your assumption would have to be based on another 
assumption that the Defense Production Administration was aware 
of that freeze, would it not 7 

Mr. Howse. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Harpy. And how we are told by the head lian in approving 
these things in Defense Production that he did not even know they 
had been frozen. 

Mr. Howse. Mr. Chairman, I do not want tocarry the ball either for 
or against Mr. Woodside. 

Mr. Harpy. 1 do not want to get you all against each other, either. 
That is not the purpose of this thing. I just want to find out what is 
the matter. Obviously the thing is bogged down somewhere, and I 


want to find out where. 

Mr. Howse. I think in fairness to him it should be pointed out at 
that date, and until a recent date, Mr. Woodside and his office were 
attached to NSRB and were not formally made a part of DPA until 
after General Harrison was confirmed. 

Mr. Harpy. He was doing the same thing in NSRB, was he not ? 

Mr. Howsr. It is possible the administrative procedures within 
DPA did not embrace him while he was still a part of NSRB 

Mr. Harpy. I think it might be pertinent to inquire, Mr. Howse, as 
to what procedure you have set up for assuring that the policies 
adopted by ODM get to the people that have got to carry them out. 
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Mr. Howse. We furnish them with a copy of the minutes of the 
Defense Mobilization Board meetings, at which meetings these par- 
ticular policies are enunciated by Mr. Wilson. 

Mr. I] ARDY. To whom do you send suc h copie 1s of minute s/ 

Mr. Howser. They are dise ussed by the me ‘mbe ‘rs of the Mobi lization 
Board. They are adopted by the Board, and the minutes of the meet- 
ings are sent to each member of the Board. 

Mr. Harpy. Sent to each member of the Board / 

Mr. Howse. That is correct, The Board comprises the heads of the 
various agencies concerned with the defense effort. 

Mr. Harpy. That would include General Harrison. 

Mr. Howse. It would. 

Mr. Harpy. I think it would be a safe assumption, then, that Gen 
eral Harrison had a copy of these and that he participated in a discus- 
sion of them. 

Mr. Howse. I am quite sure that is the case; yes, sir. 

Mr. Harpy. And you have no knowledge as to what might have 
happened in Defense Production? After General Harrison got a 
copy of these things, you do not know whether he sent them down to 
his subordinates or not ¢ 

Mr. Howse. That is correct. 

Mr. Harpy. Mr. Woodside, let me just make this inquiry: To whom 
do you look for day-to day orders with respect to policy changes or 
instructions in connection with the work that you have to perform ? 

Mr. Woopsipr. May I answer that question beginning with the be 
cinning! As of December 1, when we began to operate under this 
section of the statute—that is, 124 (a), title II of the Defense Produe- 
tion Act—the function of certifying and the function of approving, 
having the last word on these loans, was then Mr. Symington’s, Chair 
man of the National Secur ity Resources Board. 

Executive Order 10200, I think, was issued about the 3d of January 
and created the Defense Production Administration, and that order 
provided that upon the first Defense Production Administrator taking 
office, the functions theretofore residing in the Chairman of the Na- 
tional Resources Board with reference to section Iv4 (a), title ITT, 
would become the functions of the Defense Production Administrator. 

Mr. Harpy. While you were in NSRB, from whom did you get your 
orders ¢ 

Mr. Woopsipr. Mr. Symington, Chairman of the Board. 

Mr. Harpy. Now, then, it went into Defense Production Adminis 
tration / 

Mr. Woopsipr. January 25. 

Mr. Harpy. And then from whom did you get your instructions? 

Mr. Woopsinr. Mr. Harrison was the Administrator: his deputy 
was Mr. Gibson, and Mr. Gibson was the man to whom I naperne, 

Mr. Harpy. So that the chain through which information of this 
nature should have come would have been through General Harr 
son to Mr. Gibson to you; is that correct / 

Mr. Woopsipr. I would think so. 

Mr. Harpy. Now, then, since you hi ic ho knowledge o” these polie \ 
instructions, and as of today have no intimate knowledge of them 
other than what you heard here, the extent to which they have been 
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complied with in the carrying on of your activities since they were 
promulgated is purely coincidental with the extent to which they agree 
with the regulations which you adopted last fall. Is that correct 

Mr. Woopsipr. I think that is a fair statement. ak? 

Mr. Harpy. So that if you have in fact complied with these policies, 
it is accidental rather than intentional, because you had no knowledge 
of them. That is about the only way you can put it. 

I want to inquire into another question of policy that I thought I 
should have gotten a better answer out of Mr. Howse this morning, 
but we did not get it. He passed the buck on to you, and that is a 
question of the policy on the certificates of necessity for plants that 
would have been built anyway. 

Mr. Howse, I believe. testified that a policy on that had been de- 
veloped in Defense Production. Is that correct? 

Mr. Woopstpr. I am sorry, sir, I cannot answer that. 

Mr. Harpy. Well, is there a policy with respect to the granting of 
certificates of necessity to plants which would have been constructed 
notwithstanding the provisions of the Defense Production Act and the 
Revenue Act of 1950? 

Mr. Woopsipe. Let me answer that in this way: There were certain 
plants that were under construction on January 1, 1950, as to which 
applications for necessity certificates were filed. It seems to me that 
a plant started in 1949 and completed in 1950, we assume, was one that 
was going to be built anyway; and we have issued certificates of neces- 
sity for plants under those circumstances to the extent that costs 
attributable to construction after January 1, 1950, were reflected in 
the application. 

Mr. Harpy. Notwithstanding the fact that the applicant had al- 
ready made all of his plans to build a plant and would have built it 
regardless of its need for national defense purposes / 

Mr. Woopstpr. Whether or not he would have proceeded or whether 
he would have proceeded as quickly is something I cannot answer. 
But on a question of fact of whether or not we have issued certificates 
of necessity in cases where plants were begun before January 1 and 
completed afterward, the answer is “Yes.” 

Mr. Harpy. Of course, we have gotten a little bit off the track. The 
thing that I wanted to inquire about was a question of policy. Mr. 
Howse has testified that he was familiar with the development of such 
a policy—at least that is the way I understood it—by Defense Pro- 
duction. The development of a policy with respect to the handling 
of certificates of necessity on plants which would have been built 
anyway, I think is the way the question was put; and I understood 
him to testify that he was aware that such a policy had been devel- 
oped in Defense Production and that it was consistent with the ideas 
of the Office of Defense Mobilization, and so they were satisfied with 
it. 

Now you tell us that you have approved applications for certificates 
of necessity on such plants, but you do not tell us whether you have 
a definite policy with respect to it and whether you will approve cer- 
tificates of necessity for all plants falling in that category if they hap- 
pen to be consistent with a program on which you are approving cer- 
tifieates. 

Mr. Woopstpr. On plants which are the subject of applications, in 
areas where you are desirous of increasing capacity over and above 








CERTIFICATES OF NECESSITY AND DEFENSE LOANS 45 


what you had in the interest of furthering the defense effort, the fact 
that that plant may have been in the minds of the owners of that 
business for some time has not been a fact which we have considered 
should militate against the issuance of a certificate if the plant is other- 
wise needed. 

Mr. Harpy. Even though financing has been arranged and the 
building might have been started ? 

Mr. Woopsipe. Construction was begun on some of these plants in 
1950, for example, and the application was filed subsequent thereto. 
The fact that a company had started production in an area where 
the additional capacity was needed was not considered a basis for 
denial. In fact, we did not think we ought to penalize a man who 
went ahead with something that it was felt was necessary. 

I might add that this matter of determining whether a plant would 
have been built anyway at a particular time Is a pretty difficult thing 
to ascertain. 

Mr. Harpy. Of course that is pretty difficult, but it is right good 
evidence that a plant would be built anyway if it is already well under 
construction: is it not? 

Mr. Woopsipe. Not necessarily, sir; because there are many cases 
that have come to our attention where the man has proceeded at the 
request of the services or at the request of somebody else in reliance 
upon the fact that he could hope and expect to get assistance under 
124 (a). 

Mr. Harpy. With respect to the question which I originally raised 
about there being a policy, do I understand from your answers that 
actually there is no policy in existence and that each case is handled 
individually ? 

Mr. Woopsipe. It is difficult to answer your questions categorically. 
There is no policy that I know of which would prescribe that tax 
amortization ve denied because there was evidence that the plant had 
been started before the application was filed or had been started in 
anticipation or had been started in pursuance of a program begun 
earlier. 

Mr. Harpy. Let us take another tack. Mr. Howse, you testified— 
at least I understood you to testify—that you were aware that a policy 
had been developed in Defense P roduction on this particular subject. 
Would you be good enough to give the committee your understanding 
of what that policy consisted of ? 

Mr. Howse. Mr. Chairman, I do not recall my exact reply this morn- 
ing, but I believe it may have been to the effect that I was not aware 
of the particular policy, but that I understood DPA had developed 
a policy in that respect. 

We have not developed a policy in the ODM covering that particular 
point. 

Mr. Harpy. You have not developed a policy. I understood you 
to testify to that earlier. But I believe you also indicated that you 
were aware that a policy had been developed in Defense Production, 
and I think you indicated that that policy was consistent with the 
thinking of ODM, so ODM did not do anything about it. Is that not 
substantially what you testified to this morning ? 

Mr. Howse. Again, Mr. Chairman, I do not recall what I said this 
morning specific ally, but if I were to answer that question now for 
the first time, I would say to you that we understand—— 
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Mr. Harpy. After having had the benefit of Mr. W oodside’s tesi- 
mony ¢ ae . 

Mr. Howse. After having had the benefit of Mr. W oodside’s testi- 
mony. | would have to say to you we understand generally in ODM 
that a policy is established within DPA. . ; 

Mr. Harpy. Do vou understand that after hearing his testimony 4 

Mr. Howsr. Specifically to the effect that starts will not be penal- 
ized: the merits of each case will be considered on its own. 

Mr. Harpy. It was much easier to go ahead after having heard what 
the other fellow had to say ¢ ; 

Mr. Howse. Yes: but we have developed no particular policy in 
ODM on this particular point. 

Mr. Harpy. Let me ask you this: Were you aware of this type of 
policy in DPA when you testified here this morning‘ You certainly 
did not lead me to believe that you thought that that was all the policy 
they h id 

Mr. Howse. I believe what I tried to convey to you this morning, 
Mr. Chairman, was that the operating functions are in DPA, and we 
have not ever gotten down into their actual operations to see specifi 
cally what they are doing and what they are not doing. 

Mr. Harpy. You call that an operating function ‘ 

Mr. Howsr. Ostensibly; yes, sir. 

Mr. Harpy. And you do not consider it as any real deep-rooted 
policy involved 2 

Mr. Howser. No; I cannot say that either, in all honesty, 

Mr. Harpy. I do not think you could, either. 

Mir. Howse. I think their operations internally have to reflect some 
sort of a policy. 

Mr. Harpy. This is just other evidence. We have struck on two 
or three here today where there seems to be awfully poor liaison 
and internal collaboration between your two outfits; and if that 
kind of a situation exists, it is no wonder to me that we up here in 
the Congress cannot find out whose responsibility it is to do what 
and no wonder that the people out in the country are confused, be 
cause you do not even know yourselves, It is a pathetic situation. 

Mr. Woodside, you wanted to comment ? 

Mr. Woopsipr. There are two points | would like to make, if you 
please, sir. This whole operation began on the Ist of December: that 
is, 3 months ago. In the time that has elapsed since then, the organ- 
ization that was then handling it just completely collapsed, if I may 
say so. ODM came into the picture: DPA came into the picture; 
and the whole operation has been suffering with growing pains. 

So while it may appear to you that there was some lack of cohesion 
or continuity or some crossed wires somewhere, so far as I know the 
loan program and the tax amortization program have been in one 
piece from the beginning: and I do not believe it is quite the cause 
for concern that perhaps the testimony here indicates. 

Mr. Harpy. I hardly see, Mr. Woodside. how you could operate 
under the policies promulgated by your policy-making board if you do 
not know what those policies are. 

Mr. Woopstpr. That is correct. I am perfectly willing to explain 
the policies that have been followed, and if they are in conflict in 
any way with the testimony of Mr. Howse this morning, we ean see 
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if we cannot bring them together. I could not hear all the testimony 
this morning. I am not sure just what it is. 

Another thing I would like to say, if I may, sir. I would not like 
the record on this question of yours to stand quite at the point at which 
it stopped. There is another type ot case which | think should he 
mentioned and it bears directly on your qi lestion. 

The regulations have provided from the begin ing that if a tax 
payer is going to replace a facility, he is not entitled to the same treat 
ment on that replacement that his neighbor might be who was about 
to build some capacity over and above what he had before, and which 
will make a contribution to the defense effort. The replacement is 
merely putting back into production that which is about to terminate 
” has terminated, 

We do not treat that sort of thine in the same way in which we treat 
hew capacity. So to that extent . where you a re talkine about that kind 
of a case, where a man would have proceeded anyway to put in a new 
mill where he had an old worn-out one. the policy has always been 
that ths at is treated separately and apart from your new capacity where 
you are adding something to what you had before. 

Mr. a py. IT would hope so. But notwithstanding the fact that, in 
the normal pursuit of normal business, his company was going ahead 
with this expansion program. It is a very interesting situation. J] 
presume that under the liberal interpretation which is being employed 
here, you might find complete justification for granting certificates of 
necessity on plants that have been in operation for generations because 
of the fact that they are going to be adversely affected at the end 
of the eme regency by the existence of these new Pp slants on which you 
have issued certificates. 

I think you can readily understand that the plants that are in opera 
tion right today are going to have the same effect on them after this 
emergency is over as those on which you are granting certificates, 

Mr. Woopsipe. That is right. 

Mr. Harpy. Let me raise a question about the order in which cer- 
tificates and also ro are approved. If you approve a loan, it is done 
only on the basis of an application. Or if you approve a certificate 
of necessity, that chin on the basis of an application. 

Mr. Woopsipr. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Harpy. Then you have to assume that nobody else is interested 
or qualified to build a plant or construct a facility which might be 
needed. 

Mr. Woopsipe. Are you talking about tax now / 

Mr. Harpy. [I am talking both about the certificate of necessity for 
tax amortization and also about loans. Or is there a difference between 
the way you handle the two? 

Mr. Woopstpe. There is a difference, and I think the distinction 
ought to be clearly drawn. .A company applying for a necessity certi- 
cate under section a (a) is-in substance proposing to proceed with 
the expansion of a plant or with the construction of a plant on his 
own reaponsibility hae employ his own funds in the sense that he is 
taking the financial risk. 

The application for a necessity certificate 1s an application for 
permission to take for tax deductions purposes over and above the 
normal depreciation for the 6-month period; and that privilege or 
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right, if you please, is subject to his control. He does not have to take 
it. 

Mr. Harpy. Subject to his control if he puts up the nioney. 

Mr. Woopsipe. First he has got to build the f acility. 

Mr. Harpy. He has got to have the money to build the facility with. 

Mr. Woopstpe. Secondly, he has got to elect to use the certificate. 
Third, he has got to make some money or the certificate is net going 
to do him much good. So you have got a different problem on a tax 
application than you have ona loan. 

Mr. Harpy. But sometimes you get them tied together. 

Mr. Woopstpr. Sometimes they are tied together in the sense the ap- 
plication is applying for both. On the loan application the man ap 
plies for a loan under 302, a direct loan, just as he would apply to his 
local bank or to the RFC. And the statute provides that funds may 
be made available for direct loans for certain purposes only to the 
extent that funds are not otherwise available on reasonable terms, 
which means that the persons who are eligible for loans under 302 are 
those who are doing something which is needed in the defense effort, 
and they cannot get financed by any other means. 

Mr. Harpy. Do you make a determination that they are the most 
logical ones to do that? Or do you base it purely on the applications 
before you? 

Mr. Woopsipr. It is based on the applications before you. As Gen 
eral Harrison said this morning, we cannot exhaust the possibility tha 
there would not be someone else in the country who could do this thing. 

Mr. Harpy. It is then on the basis of first come, first served. Who 
ever gets to the trough with his application first is the fellow that get. 
the consideration. Is that right? 

Mr. Woopsipe. I cannot tell you at the moment just how these ap 
plications have come up to us in point of order of filing. The bulk 
of them that we have approved are those in many cases in which the 
military had a direct interest and where the contractor was not able to 
vet financial assistance. 

Mr. Harpy. Are you talking about a direct interest in a contractor or 
in the product the product the contractor was to make / 

Mr. Woopsipe. In the product. 

Mr. Harpy. You know, I think in the experience of all of us we 
have encountered people known as promoters, and frequently that is 
the type of individual that is first to take advantage of every new 
fangled governmental idea to make a killing in short order. 

I presume that you may have encountered some applications for 
certificates of necessity and also for loans from such people. 

Mr. Woopsipe. I think it would be safe to characterize some of them 
as that. 

Mr. Harpy. Now then, if a promoter, because that is his business, 
gets in first with an application and some fellow who has had 
wealth of experience and has a lot of ability is a little slower and does 
not get his application in when you decide all of a sudden that you are 
going to increase this partic ular type of facility, then it is the pro- 
moter that gets the business and gets the job and the certificate and the 
money, irrespective of the question as to whether he might be the best 
qualified to do it. Is that right? 

General, if you want to get into this at any time, just come right 
ahead. 
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Mr. Farre.tt. No, sir; I am just getting an education. 

Mr. Woopsipr. I only speak from experience to date. Most of these 
cases have been cases where the company had a contract for a much 
needed item to meet some military requirement. 

Mr. Harpy. Had a contract even though he might not have an 
organization / 

Mr. Woopsipr. No. These are, most of them, little business outtits 
that have taken on a contract. 

Mr. Harpy. Go ahead and let-us have a hypothetical case and we 
will bring out an actual one later, 

Mr. Lantarr. Let us assume that the X company, a small plant 
in Dayton, Ohio, has been fabricating aluminum parts for the Air 
Matériel Command at Wright Field and they learn of the Air Force’s 
desire to double their production on these aluminum fabricated parts. 

So they bid on the contract and vet the contract and then they come 
to you and want to expand their plant so as to produce under this 
contract in the quantities desired by the Air Force. ‘They also want 
to get a loan and a certifficate. 

In considering that case, do I understand you consider that merely 
on the basis of the situation there at Wright Field and the situation 
of this plant and the fact it has the contract 

Mr. Woopsipe. First, let me say I do not like to discuss a hypothet! 
cal loan under any conditions. 

Mr. Harpy. Half of what we do is hypothetitical, so do not let that 
bother you. 

Mr. Woopsinr. Secondly, we would not approve a loan to a contrac- 
tor under those circumstances without having first cleared it with the 
Munitions Board or the services. 

Mr. Lanrarr. Wright Field, the Matériel Command, has let the 
contract to this company. It has been producing in the past and wants 
toexpand. The Air Force is anxious to get these parts. So they say, 
“Sure, we want him to produce under this contract. 

Is that the extent of your checking in that type of case? In other 
words, what I am getting at, do you go down to St. Louis or do you 
go to Richmond, Va.? Do you determine that, for example, in 
California there are 50 aluminum prefabricating plants fully capable 
of subcontracting under that contract ? 

Mr. Woopsinr. No; we are not equipped to do that. We re hy upon 
the delegate agency, Commerce in this case, to have investigated the 
thing and to have satisfied themselves that this is a case which properly 
comes within the standards of the statute. 

Mr. Lantarr. Well, if we are concerned with aiding small busi- 
nesses, as you mentioned before, are we not in effect aiding a small 
business in one section at the expense of a great number of small 
businesses in other areas? 

Mr. Woopsipr. Are you not assuming that this is a product which 
could be made by anybody anywhere? And most of the time that is 
not the situation. 

Mr. Lantarr. I disagree with you. I think that a lot of these things 
can be made by anyone, but, notwithstanding that fact, I know that 
there has been a lot of these type contracts let. Now, whether there 
have been any specific applications for loans under this type of pro- 
gram— 
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Mr. Woopsipr. Really, I think it is this matter of whether or not con- 
tracts are let with the right people is what you are concerned with. 

Mr. Lantrarr. No; not at all. 

Mr. Harpy. That would be very appropriate to get into a discussion 
on, but not here. 

Mr. Woopstpe. I am not in posit lon cep scl 

Mr. Lantarr. I am assuming that this firm in Dayton, Ohio, is a 
very re putable firm and very ¢ apab ile of doing the JO sb. But the pot 
that Tam trving to make is that the intent of Congress, as I see it, as 
General Harrison mentioned this morning, is to encourage the develop 
ment of certain of our resources: and I am trying to tie down this 
policy that you have, of just making a determination on a small area 
basis, one-contract basis or one application basis. Are vou actually 
carrying out the intent of ¢ ongress to develop our resources On an 
oOvel all basis. 

Mr. Woopsipe. I think that is a broader problem than really is in 
volved in most of these cases under 302. Your 302 cases are those 
where they just cannot get help any where else, and if they are doing 
something that is necessary and essential in national defense and can 
not finance themselves any other way, this means Is available if they 
waht to use it. 

Mr. Harpy. Now let us express that another way. If they propose 
to do something in the interest of national defense that you do not 
know whether it can be done somewhere else, it would he subject to 
approval. Is that not right / 

Mr. Woopsipr. We make every effort to find out that the services, 
when they recommend a loan, are recommending it because they want 
that particular fellow to do the job. 

Mr. Lanrarr. Do you always in any event ask the services, the Muni 
tions Board, for their recommendation on every contract for the pro 
duction ot defense material hefore you approve the certificate or 
ipprove a loan ¢ 

Mr. Woopstpr. Both on tax and on loans we seek an expression of 
the military ’s interest in the case, 1f it 1s one where they appear to 
have a direct interest. 

Mr. H arDY. ‘Then if they should happen to have made a bad selection 
of a contractor, that Just gets it off your neck anyway. That is their 
failure and not yours. 

Mr. Woopstpe. It does not get it off our necks if they are after a 
loan and we are faced with a decision whether or not to make one. 

Mr. Harpy. But you do not have any independent knowledge of the 
feasibility of the se lection of that individual ? 

Mr. Woopstpr. No. 

Mr. Lantarr. If the Munitions Board says, “Yes, we have to pro- 
duce this article and the contract has been let by the Air Force to this 
man and we would like to see this article produced,” that in effect is 
a concurrence from the Munitions Board. Is that corect ? 

Mr. Woopstpr. Yes. 

Mr. Lanrarr. And you do not go beyond that ? 

Mr. Woopstper. No. 

Mr. Lanrarr. You accept, then, that there is a shortage of that end 
product in the country and that the production of that particular 
item through granting a certificate and making a loan is necessary for 
the defense effort / 
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Mr. Woopsipe. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Lanrarr. Is it always the Munitions Board that you contact 4 

Mr. Woopsipr. No. That determination of necessity 1s made both 
by the delegate agency and the military, and the delegate agency nae 
the primary responsibility in the way it works. They check with the 
military to make sure that the situation is as they believe it; it is 
short; they need the facility: they need the end product. 

We have said Munitions Board several times. We check with the 
finance officers ot the sery ices. 

Mr. Lanrarr. With the finance officers? 

Mr. Woopsipe. Yes. 

Mr. Lantrarr. What does the finance officer know about that ? 

Mr. Woopstpr. The finance officers are supposed to work very closely 
on this. 

Mr. Lantarr. What is the nature of the question you would ask the 
finance officer of the Air Force 1 in a case of this kind that we are con- 
sidering, this hypothetical case 

Mr. Woopsipr. If there is any question at all as to whether or not 
the service financing that loan needs the product, we would exhaust 
that possibility before we would make a loan under 302. On the 
procurement side we would try to make as sure as we could that the 
product, as I said, was one which was needed by the services and had 
to be produced. 

Mr. Harpy. You do not concern yourself with the question as to 
whether this particular plant is essential in the interest of national 
defense? You rely on the agency that has made the contract for that 
exclusively, and if that agency has made that decision, then so far 
as you are concerned it stands and you do not go beyond it at all? 

Insofar as there is any personal knowledge on the part of the Defense 
Production Administ — as to the necessity for any of these plants 
that have been approved by the delegate agencies, then you do not 
know whether there is any of them nee owt ‘not. Is that right? 

Mr. Woopstpr. We are not in a position to make our own investiga- 
tion. We rely on the recommendations of the delegate agencies, and 
whatever the services have to say about it. 

Mr. Harpy. Anything further by any members of the committee ? 

Mr. Lanrarr. I would like to know what specific questions are 
asked. 

Mr. Harpy. Can you tell Mr. Lantaff just what specific questions you 
raise with the military ? 

Mr. Lantarr. Take this aluminum fabrication case now. When it 
hits your desk you do not see any concurrence on it from anybody. 
This is an application by a man from a company that has already 
gotten a contract. That is all you see on that application. He has 
gotten a contract to produce so many thousand aluminum parts for 
the Air Matériel Command at Wright Field. 

What questions do you ask and who do you contact before you ap- 
prove a certificate or approve the loan he is asking for? 

Mr. Woopsipz. The application is filed with one of the agencies. 

Mr. LantarFr. Filed with the Air Matériel Command / 

Mr. Woopsipe. In this case it would be NPA, and NPA makes its 
investigation and analysis of that loan application in the light of its 
background and the requirements of the industry, consults with the 
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services to check references to the fact that it has contracts, for 
example, or is about to get contracts. 

Mr. Lanrarr. When vou see that NPA has gone into whether or not 
the agency has a contract or is about to get a contract—— 

Mr. Woopsipr. NPA reviews the application, makes a report to 
DPA, a recommendation, and writes out the form of certificate which 
would be signed by DPA and issued. 

Mr. Lanrarr. Now. NPA has already gone in and determined that 
this company has a contract or is about to get a contract. You note 
that when that application comes across your desk, would you not 4 

Mr. Woopstpr. Yes. 

Mr. Lanrarr. What other things would you look for to see if NPA 
had cheeked before you approved that certificate or signed it. or 
approved al loan 4 

Mr. Woopstpr. There are criteria which have been issued, outstand- 
ing since November; and the delegate agency is supposed to check- 

Mr. Lanrarr. I think that is what we have been trying to get at all 
morning, is it not, Mr. Chairman? What are those? I am asking 
In one, two, three order. I am coming in to take your job and you are 
telling me what to look for. What do I look for ¢ 

Mr. Woopsipr. I gave you a bale of them here this morning. Do 
you still have them / 

Mr. Harpy. We would have a hard time getting one, two, three 
order from that bale. 

Mr. Woopstwe. I will read them off for you. “Criteria for processing 
loan applications under title ILI of the Defense Production Act” is a 
mimeographed page, single-spaced, which runs one and three-quarter 
pages; and there are about 16 different items on it. 

Mr. Lanvarr. Is that a part of the record ? 

Mr. Harpy. We will make it a part of the record at this point. We 
have got a flock of them here. We will have a copy for you. 

(The material referred to follows :) 





CRITERIA FOR PROCESSING APPLICATIONS FOR LOANS UNbeER TITLE IIIT (Sec. 302), 
OF THE DEFENSE Propuction Act or 1950 


I. Before an application for a loan (title IIT, see. 302) will be approved, all the 
following criteria must be met: 
1. That the funds will be used for: 

(a) Expansion of capacity, or 

(hb) Development of technological processes, or 

(c) Production of essential materials (including the exploration, de- 
velopment, and mining of strategic and critical materials and minerals. 

2. That such funds will be used: 

(a) To expedite production and deliveries or services to aid in carrying 
out Government contracts for the procurement of materials or the perform- 
ance of services for the national defense. 

8. That funds for the purposes for which application is made are not other- 
wise available on reasonable terms 

4+. That the expansion of facilities or the development of technological process 
or the production of essential materials, as intended by the use of such funds, 
cannot be accomplished in another manner which will place less strain on such 
strategic factors as manpower, materials, transportation facilities, defense 
security, et 

5. That the factors of production needed in order to make effective use of 
funds for which application is made are available and that the proposed project 
s feasible. 

6. That multilabor shifts, idle facilities, existing unused capacity, or readily 
convertible facilities are not available and suitable for accomplishing the pur- 
pose for which the funds are intended 








CERTIFICATES OF NECESSITY AND DEFENSE LOANS 53 


7. That the management which will direct and control the use of such funds 
is competent of doing so in an efficient and responsible mannet 

8. That the funds will be used in such manner as to relieve, at least in part, 
current or prospective shortages of materials or services essential for defense. 

%. That the applicant must be a private business enterprise (including research 
corporations not organized for profit.) 

Il. The following principles or guides must be employed to the maximum 
extent in arriving at a final determinatione upon a loan application (title III, 
sec, 302): 

1. That the funds will be used in such manner as to promote competitive 
enterprise and to assist in the development and expansion of small business 

2. That the funds will not be used, directly or indirectly, to create or strengthen 
monopolies, injure small business, or otherwise promote undue concentration of 
economic power. 

3. That the materials or services to be produced, or the facilities which are 
to be expanded will be or will produce materials which are or are likely to 
become in critical supply as evidenced by the imposition of inventory controls, 
allocations, or priority controls 

4. That the use of such funds will not require diversion of materials and/or 
facilities from more important or equally important civilian or military use. 

5. That the materials or services or facilities for which such funds are in 
tended, will relieve existing or currently threatening bottlenecks in the produe 
tion or distribution of materials or services needed for defense 

6. That the applicant is in fact performing under a defense contract or is 
negotiating for a defense contract, for which the funds will be used to permit 
completion or initiation of performance under such contract 

7. That the project for which such funds are intended is one which fits 
appropriately into essential programs for national defense 


Mr. Lantrarr. So those are the criteria you would check against 
this particular hypothetical application 4 

Mr. Woopsipr. The loan regulations, the criteria, the procedure, 
the report form, are all here, and can be put into the record at this 
point. If you would like them and you do not have the application 
forms, I will be glad to submit copies of those. I thought Mr. Casey 
probably had them. 

Mr. CASEY. Yes: I have copies of the applicat ion. 

Mr. Woopsinr. The recommendations of the delegate agencies dis 
cuss the necessity for the product, the facility, the loan, and discuss 
the inability of the applicant to secure financial assistance elsewhere ; 
and are supposed to establish the eligibility of the loan under 302 of 
the statute. 

These criteria are used for the guidance of all the delegate agencies, 
so there should be a uniform procedure. 

Mr. Casey. Mr. Woodside, one preliminary question here before 
we get into some further details on these loans. I believe you stated 
that so far as you are aware, the policies and procedures that you 
have been following in the issuance of these certificates are consistent 
with this statement of policy that the Office of Defense Mobilization 
put in the record this morning. 

I direct your attention particularly to this one here, which I will 
read: 

Facilities expansion may not be approved on an indiscriminatory first-come 
first-served basis, and especially if existing capacity is available elsewhere. 


Do you feel that the procedures and policies which you have been 
following since November are consistent with that statement of policy 
here? 

Mr. Woopsipr. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Harpy. If existing capacity is available elsewhere? You have 
testified that you do not know whether it is or 1s not. 


Mr. Woopsine. No. 
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Mr. Casey. How about issuing on a first-come, first-served basis ? 
Is that not the policy of your office ¢ 

Mr. Woopsipr. All certific ates have been issued on the basis of an 
established shortage of facilities for manufacturing that product. 


Mr. Casey. But they are issued on a first-come, first-served basis 
because you only consider individual applications. 
Mr. Woopsipr. Excuse me, I am sorry. Are you talking about tax 


certificates or loans ? 

Mr. Casry. Certificates of necessity. 

r. Woopsipr. Certificates of necessity have not been approved on a 
first-come, first-served basis. They have been dealt with on an in 
dustry-wide basis, as I think has been said several times, and is 
recited in that memorandum that you have. IT know of no case in 
which any certificate of necessity has been issued where there was not 
i shortage. there was not a nec SSI for additional capacity. 

Mr. Harpy. Let us just take a look, then. You have said that you 
have approved a good Hany certificates of hecessity in the steel 
ndustry. 

Mr. Woopsipr. Yes. 

Mr. Harpy. You Say they are not on a first-come, first-served basis. 
I take it to mean, then, that you would approve an unlimited number 
of facilities for unlimited plant expansion for anybody that come 
in and showed that he could finance the construction of additional 
facilities. 

Mr. \W OoDsIDE. No. 

Mr. Harpy. Then how can vou say it is not on a first-come, first- 
ve basis? Of course you have to consider the applications that 

» before _— But how do you know that they are the peop le that 

‘best qualified to do this particular job and they are the people that 
<i he given a certificate rather than a fellow who has not vet 
filed a certificate ? 

Mr. Woopsipe. I will try to answer that this way. The certificates 
that have been issued so far in the steel industry have been issued at a 
time when we had before us a smaller number of applications for steel 
than we have now, so that to that extent you might say that since we 
Were dealing with Cases filed in November and December. you are 
dealing on a first-come, first-served basis. 

But the policy has not been to have indiscriminate issuance of cer 
tificates merely because somebody might file an application. As 
matter of fact, right now the whole question of certification of steel 
companies is being scrutinized from the point of view of balance 
within the industry, and somewhere along the line there will be a de 
cision made as to what should next be done with expansion of the steel 
industry. 

Mr. Harpy. You are doing that now after you have issued certifi 
‘ates of necessity involving how much money to the steel indus trv é 

{r. Woopsipe. I think that the figure runs somewhere around a 
billion and a half dollars, perhaps a little under that. 

Mr. Harpy. All right; you have already issued a billion and a half 
dollars in certificates to the steel industry and now you are making 
a scrutiny to see what vou are going to do in the future / . 

Mr. Woopsipr. We are trying to examine it from the point of view 
of whether the thing is in balance, whether it should go forward by 
so much. 
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Mr. Harpy. Do you know how much plant expansion there was in 
the steel industry during the war either by Defense Plants Corpora- 
tion or by certificates of necessity ? 

Mr. Woopsiwe. I cannot tell you what was done under the Defense 
Plants Corporation. 

Mr. Harpy. You need not look it up. At least you did not take that 
into consideration when you were ap proving these certificates of 
necessity. That is the point I was trying to make. 

Mr. Woopstpr. What was issued during the last war? 

Mr. Harpy. Yes. 

Mr. Woopsipe. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Harpy. You did not take into consideration the plant facilities 
that were constructed during the last war and since. That was the 
point I was trying to bring out. 

Mr. Woopsipr. Please, sir, it is a fundamental part of this whole 
program that you give consideration to the capacity that you have as 
against your estimated requirement and your calculations as to what 
ade litional capac ity is needed, 

It is not fair to say that no consideration was given to what has 
hi ippened before. because you have to start somewhere and you start 
with the capacity that the country has at the moment. 

Mr. Harpy. I think perhaps no good purpose is to be served | 
pursuing that further, but I think there are a lot of questions I ae 1 
raise about it. 

Mr. Casey. Are you familiar with the report of the Attorney Gen- 
eral to the President, Mr. Woodside, under date of December 7, 1950, 
on the Defense Production Act ? 

Mr. Woopsiper. Is that the one that related to small business ? 

Mr. Casey. I want to ask in particular whether you are familiar 
with the part of it that relates to tax amortization. 

Mr. Woopsipr. I am sure I have read it. I do not remember it by 
the number. 

Mr. Casry. Suppose I read into the record this particular para- 
graph: 

A serious problem in connection with the tax amortization pregram is that 
it is administered on a first-come, first-served basis If the dominant company 
in an industry files an application for a certificate, the expansion involved may 
be sufficient to satisfy the requirements of military necessity 

In such a situation, a smaller producer who thereafter files an application 
might be turned down because the military requirements were being met through 
the increased capacity of the dominant producer. A corollary to this is that the 
increased capacity of the dominant producer would probably give him additional 
military orders. 

To meet this problem it may be necessary in certain situations for the certify 
ing agency to determine on an over-all basis the expansion plans of an entire 
industry before permitting the dominant producer, especially one who is an 
adjudged monopolist, to expand. 

Mr. Woopstpr. I am familiar with that. 

Mr. Harpy. Have you been governed by it in any respect / 

Mr. Woopsine. I would say so, yes, sir. I can illustrate that with 
a class of cases that has jus st been certified. There have been I do 
not know how many applications filed for expansion of capacity in 
certain chemical lines. The first certifications in those chemical lines 
occurred the other day after we had had an opportunity to take an 
over-all look at all of the applications before us, so that we could 
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judge the amount of the increase in capacity represented by those 
applications against what we were starting with and what we ex- 
pected would be required, : , 

Now, it is true that that decision was:made in the middle of March, 
and you may get some more applications by April or May or June, 
which, had you had them before you now, would have affected your 
judgment. 

The only alternative to proceeding now on the basis of what you 
have done, and doing as best you can, is to wait until June and do 
nothing until then: and in the meantime the expansion which you 
would like to get started just does not happen. 

So I do not think that is a fair statement and I do not think it is 
fair to say that we are proceeding indiscriminately on a first-come, 
first-served basis. At some point of time you have got to make a deci- 
sion. Obviously that decision is made in advance of what might come 
in later. 

But we do not start on Monday and take Monday’s applications, and 
then on Tuesday and take Tuesday’s applications. We try to take 
these things on an industry basis, and deal with it on an industry basis. 

In every case I know of and every industry I know of, the little 
fellows have been in there along with the big ones. 

Mr. Casry. Is this procedure in the chemical industry a new de- 
parture from the policy followed ¢ 

Mr. Woopsipr. No, sir; I tried to say several times that has been 
the policy from the beginning. 

Mr. Casry. Did you not receive your first applications from the 
chemical industry some months ago ¢ 

Mr. Woopsipe. I think there probably were some applications in 
the chemical industry filed in November. I am not sure of that. 
The point is, this thing proceeds on a program basis. We do not 
attempt to go case by case into it. In my judgment that would not 
be an appropriate way to proceed. 

Mr. Harpy. Here is one I had not meant to bring up, but as long 
as we have gotten into this phase of the thing, I will. 

The big possibility of promoting big companies into bigger ones 
and little ones into smaller ones until they are nonexistent ties in 
a little bit with the question that was raised a little earlier on a mat- 
ter of policy with respect to plants that were already in the process 
of construction, and I think such a plant was Jones & Laughlin Steel 
Co., on which you issued a certificate of necessity. How much was 
there involved in that certificate ? 

Mr. Woopstpr. I cannot give you the details on the Jones & Laugh- 
lin case. There were eight separate applications. Some of those 
applications related to entirely new facilities. Some of them related 
to facilities that had been started in 1949, and some of them related 
to modifications of programs that were started in 1949. 

So Jones & Laughlin was one of those cases that was caught by 
the borderline of the statute. Some of it was ineligible because it was 
before January 1, 1950; and some of it was by the terms of the statute 
eligible because it was after that. In fact, the Jones & Laughlin 
case Was the first case certified under 124 (a). 

Mr. Ilarpy. Here was a plant that was already in the process of 
being built, was it not? 

Mr. Woopsipr. Sure. 
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Mr. Harpy. And you granted a certificate of necessity on the en- 
tire plant, did you not ¢ 

Mr. Woopsiwwr. Only on that portion of the cost attributable to 
construction after January 1, 1950. 

Mr. Harpy. Only on that portion of the cost of construction after 
January 1, 1950? 

Mr. Woopstpe. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Harpy. Notwithst: nding the fact that that had to be carried 
out in order to complete that part which had been started in 19494 

Mr. Woopsipr. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Harpy. What was the approximate total amount involved ¢ 

Mr. Woopstnr. I am sorry, sir; I will have to get that for you. 

Mr. Harpy. Is it a couple of hundred million dollars or more ? 

Mr. Woopstnr. No. I have a list here of all certificates issued so 
far. There was a Jones & Laughlin case for iron ore, $2,800,000. 
Another Jones & Laughlin case for iron ore, $8,000,000. Jones & 
Laughlin for center ore, $3,000,000. Jones & Laughlin for iron ore 
concentrates, $3,500,000. 

Then there was a certificate for modifications. There was a coke 
ple int in Pennsylvania, $7,000,000. There were modifications of their 
Cleveland plant. Pig iron, Cleveland, $9,000,000, Steel ingots, Pitts- 
burgh, $54,000,000, 

I might say, sir, that Jones & Laughlin happen to be one of those 
companies that had embarked on an expansion program back in 1946 
and was pretty well through it, and then piled more expansion on top 
of that. 

Mr. Harpy. This committee is not going to attempt to pass on the 
judgment of granting the certificate of necessity to Jones & Laughlin. 
It may be that they did go into some additional expansion because of 
the defense effort, and to that extent there may have been justification 
for the granting of a certificate of necessity. 

But to grant a certificate of necessity in order to quickly amortize 
a normal plant expansion which was already under way for anybody, 
it seems to me is a subject of considerable care and scrutiny. There is 
not any more justification in my mind for the granting of a certificate 
of necessity in order that some company may proceed with a normal 
expansion program than there is to go out here and grant a certificate 
of necessity on a plant that has been built for years. I cannot see the 
distinction. 

Are there any questions from members of the committee? Do you 
have any break-downs, Mr. Woodside, on certificates which have been 
granted in connection with plans already in progress of construction ? 

Mr. Woopstpr. No, sir. 

Mr. Lanrarr. Mr. Chairman, does the committee have filed with it 
this list of all certificates that have been granted ? 

Mr. Casey. We have a list. I do not know whether we have the 
iatest list or not. We have made a request for it. I do not think we 
have actually got the latest list. 

Mr. Woopsipr. We ran out of — of this thing, the certificates 
issued through March 1. We had a request from a couple of com- 
mittees here on the Hill for copies, ad we had to get it reproduced. 
] will have to get you one, if you do not have it. 

Mr. Harpy. We would like to have you supply us with a copy of it 
when you get one for us. 

(The ce rtific ates referred to follow :) 
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Mr. Harpy. Suppose we leave these hypothetical cases and get down 
to the kind vou like to discuss best. the actual ones. You did not like 
the hypothetical ones. 

I wonder. Mr. Woodside. it you Wo ild be eood enough to give us 
the essential details and facts in connection with the certificate of 
necessity and the direct loan made to the Hazelton Steel Co. / 

Mr. Woopsinr. Yes, sir: I would be glad to. The application for a 
necessity certificate by the Hazleton Steel & Tubing Co. of Hazelton, 
Pa.. was filed fairly early in this operation. The number is 113, filed 
November 9 with the Resources Board: and the applicat ion, according 
to the established procedure, was referred to the Department of 
Commerce. 

On December 7 we received a report on the application from Com- 
merce recommending an 8) percent certificate. The company s plan 
and program called for two electric furnaces, blooming mills, soaking 
pits, and tube mill for making oil-country pipe; and the plant was also 
adaptable to the manufacture of tubing useable in the aircraft 
industry, 

The tax application rete red to an estimated cost of about S4.000.< 
VOU plus—S+4.200,000, lo the extent that it represented ‘ complete 
operation—in other words, from scap through the finished product 
it could be considered as an integrated mill, although it does not involve 
ore or pig iron. 

Under the percentage pattern that we have evolved for the steel 
industry generally, as we worked our way through the steel cases, an 
integrated steel plant would have drawn about a 75 percent certificate. 
That is allowing a higher percentage than that on your ore, your blast 
furnaces, your coke; a lower percentage than that on finishing 
facilities. 

This one was given wn So percent certificate on the same principle on 
which several other small companies were given a percentage above the 
average. 

Mr. Harpy. What do you call a small company, now 4 

Mr. Woopsipe. I think a small company to my way of thinking 
depends on what industry you are talking about. 

Mr. Harpy. In this industry / 

Mr. Woopsipe. Certainly a 85,000,000 pipe operation is small busi 
ness In the steel industry. That is, as far as I am concerned it is small 
business. 

Mr. Harpy. A $5,000,000 company is a small company. When does 
it get out of the small company class, in your book ¢ 

Mr. Woopsipre. In the steel indust ry. 

Mr. Harpy. Yes; this kind of an operation. 

Mr. Woopsipr. I do not think this kind of an operation would eve 
get out of the small business class. 

Mr. Harpy. Regardless of how bi 


business / 


e it might be. it is still small 


Mr. Woopstpr. Yes, but we have on occasion given a higher per 
centage to newcomers and little fellows: and it so happened that in 
both the Lone Star case and this one we gave them 585-percent cer- 


— 


tification, which was above the average for an integrated plant, 
solely on the ground that it is additional help to the little fellow and 
in both cases it showed some promise of getting steel very quickly. 
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The application was certified sometime around the middle of De- 
cember, I think, and certificate issued. The company had a loan ap- 
plication filed with the Department of Commerce on the 22d of 
November. 

Phat application was reviewed by Commerce, and we received a rec- 
ommendation and certificate from the Secretary of Commerce on 
Pabaunse 2. The issuance date of the certificate was very shortly 
thereafter. I do not have the precise date with me. 

Mr. Harpy. Commerce approved it when? In November 

Mr. Woopsipr. No, it was filed on the 22d of November, and we 
received a report and recommendation from Commerce on the 2d of 
February. 

Mr. Harpy. Is that a long time or a short time by comparison with 
your normal case ? 
~ Mr. Woopsipr. Mr. Chairman, it is a long time, I think. 

Mr. Harpy. Any particular reasons for it being a long time ‘ 

Mr. Woopstpr. Yes. The principal reason was that every one of 
these delegate agencies, Commerce, Interior, DPA, and Agriculture, 
was just beginning to get staffed up to do this job after the applica- 
tions began to come in in considerable volume. 

Mr. Harpy. So that is the reason it took so long / 

Mr. Woopsipre. So far as I know that is the reason. Now it is true 
that the investigation of these loans takes a little time. I do not 
know just what the time schedule of Commerce was on It. 

Mr. Harpy. Now you said this loan showed a promise of getting 
steel quickly. On what do you base that ? 

Mr. Woopsipr. If this company went ahead with its program 
quickly, it should be able to be producing pipe early next year. 

Mr. Harpy. Of course it had to build from scratch? Or did i 
already have a plant = . it just needed to increase the size of # 

Mr. Woopsipr. No, sir, this was a brand new enterprise. The land 
had been donated 1 a community group in Hazleton. And the 
whole operation was beginning from scratch. 

Mr. Harpy. And everything that came up to you was favorable for 
the loan. So far as you know, when you got it it was all cleared and 
in good shape and perfectly in order so you approved it. Is that 
right ¢ 

Mr. Woopsipe. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Casry. Mr. Woodside, does your record show the date on which 
you issued a certificate for this loan ¢ 

Mr. Woopsipr. Our record will show it. I do not know that I have 
it here. 

Mr. Casry. Is it a fact that the date the certificate was issued was 
February 2, 1951? 

Mr. Woopsipr. It may very well have been. 

Mr. Casey. The same day you received the approval from 
Commerce ¢ 

Mr. Woopsipr. It could have been. 

Mr. Casey. Would you check that for the record ? 

Mr. Woopstpr. Yes. 

Mr. Harpy. You say everything that came to you when this thing 
came to you on February 2 was favorable to the : approval of a cer- 
tificate. Were you aware that any special consideration had been 
siven this loan in Commerce or elsewhere before it got to you? 
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Mr. Woopstpe. I was aware of the fact that the report of the RFC 
to Commerce had taken a little time. The company's plans had been 
revised. The costs had increased. There was a change in the pro- 
gram. ‘They proposed to substitute a different type of pipe mill from 
the one in the original application. The fact that there was a lack 
of experience here—this is a brand-new outfit—was considered. 

Mr. Harpy. You Sa) this thing showed apis 5 ot getting steel 
quickly. You also said that there was no ore or pig involved, and it 
was purely a question of scrap. I suppose then you were aware of an 
unlimited supply of scrap being available to this mill at once to 
operate ¢ 

Mr. WoopsIpe. The company proposed two things: One, to buy 
scrap; or two, to import pig from Chile. 

Mr. Harpy. And you were satisfied that their source of supply 
would be adequate ? 

Mr. Woopstpr. I think that the source of supp rly remained a ques- 
tion on this thing throughout, the fact that they had no assured source 
of supply. 

Mr. Harpy. But notwithstanding that, you thought it was worth 
taking a chance on? 

Mr. Woopstnr. That is right. 

Mr. Harpy. But there was recognized to be an element of risk as to 
whether it may have an adequate source of supply ‘ 

Mr. Woopsipe. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Harpy. Now, was any part of its output intended to go directly 
into defense ? 

Mr. Woopstnr. To the extent that the end product was pipe, you 
have an indirect defense need. 

Mr. Harpy. i asked you directly 4 

Mr. Woopsinz. To the extent that they should use the facilities for 
tubing for aircraft, it would be direct. 

Mr. Harpy. Was there any contract with any agency of defense for 
any product in being or anticipated ? 

Mr. Woopsipr. Not that I know of. 

Mr. Harpy. So that the only effect that you know of that was im- 
mediately anticipated would have been in an indirect way / 

Mr. Woopsine. Right. 

Mr. Harpy. RFC gave its enthusiastic and wholehearted blessing 
to it, did it? 

Mr. Woopstpe. I do not recall just what RFC’s recommendation 
was. 

Mr. Harpy. Would you normally be concerned with RFC’s recom- 
mendation ? 

Mr. Woopsipe. Yes, sir; we try to take a look at them. 

Mr. Harpy. Did you in this case? 

Mr. Woopsipe. I am sure I did. I do not have it here. The RFC 
recommendations are not always clean-cut, however. They discuss 
factors involved, and we rely largely upon the delegate agencies to as- 
sess the RFC report and reach its own conclusions on the desirability 
of recommending the loan. 

Mr. Harpy. Do you know whether at any time in the course of the 
processing of this application it became necessary or feasible or ex- 
pedient to get any spec ial consideration of this loan by the Muni- 
tions Board or NSRB? 
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Mr. Woopsipr. Not that I know of. 

Mr. Harpy. You are not aware of any if it took place 4 

Mr. Woopstpr. No. 

Mr. Harpy. Are there any questions / 

Mr. Casey. What functions precisely does RFC play in the proc- 
essing of this loan application / 

Mr. Woopsior. The theory of this whole set-up as far as the loans 
are concerned is that the services of the RFC shall be employed, one, 
to make the field investigation, the financial investigations. 

Mr. Casey. Credit investigations ? 

Mr. W oOopsIDE. That Is right. And two, to service the loans after 
they make them. 

Mr. Casey. And RFC makes a recommendation to you as to the 
credit aspects of this thing for a loan? 

Mr. Woopsipe. RFC makes a recommendation to the agency with 
which the loan application is filed. 

Mr. Casey. Could that be the National Production Authority 4 

Mr. Woopstpr. In this case it was the National Production Au- 
thority. 

Mr. Casey. And is that record available to you when you process 
the loan in your shop 4 

Mr. Woopsipre. Surely. 

Mr. Casey. Then you do not know the nature of the RFC recom 
mendation in this case / 

Mr. Woopsipe. I do not remember. I am sure I saw it. 

Mr. Harpy. Now, Mr. Woodside, you knew we were going to raise 
son questions about this thine. and you did not take the trouble to 
refre sh your memory on this. 

Mir. Woopsipe. I received notice of this late Friday afternoon, and 
I had quite a time getting prepared for this as much as I have. 

Mr. Harpy. You mean we have got another case of failure to clear 
down to proper folks from General Harrison’s office in matters that 
are going to have to be discussed by some of the subordinates ? 

If Mr. Woodside is not familiar with this matter, we are probably 
going to have to get the information from RFC. IT would much pre- 
er to get it from him, but if he cannot help us out on it, I think we 
will have to get RFC up he TC. 

Are there any questions from any members of the committee 

Mr. Lanrarr. Do you have a file there, Mr. Woodside, on iis par- 
ticular application 4 

Mr. Woopsipe. | have rot the recommendation of the Department 
of Commerce, 2 Copy of the certificate, and a COpy of the loan appli- 
cation. 

Mr. Lanrarr. May I see those? 

Mr. Woopsipre. Yes, sir 

Mr. Lanrarr. Did you notice in the report filed by the Department 
of Commerce with you that unsuccessful efforts h: ad been made to ob- 
tain a loan from banks or other sources. and that the RFC had de- 
clined to make the sage 

Mr. Woopstpe. Yes, s 

Mr. Lantrarr. Did sn nantes as to why RFC had declined to make 
the loan ¢@ 


Mr. Woopsipr. Yes, sir. 
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Mr. Lanrarr. What were the reasons given / 

Mr. WoopstIDeE. To the best ot niy recollection the reasons were that 
it was too thinly secured. 

Mr. Lanrarr. Will you please 
do you mean by that / 

Mr. Woopstpr. Inadequate collateral. It is a L00-percent loan. 

Mr. Lanrarr. What were the promoters puttil 
with the loan / 

Mr. Woopsipe. The o1 ly collateral wa to be the land which had 
been donated by the COMMUNITY group that pron iclecdl it. and the assets 
to be purchased with the pros eeds of this loan. 

Mr. Harpy. What was the value of the land 4 

Mr. Woopstpe. Nonunal. 

Mr. Harpy. I believe that there was some outstanding stock in the 
corporation, Was there not / 

Mr. Woopsitpr. Yes. 

Mr. Harpy. Give us the names of the stockholders and the amount 
of stock that they held, will vou, please ¢ 

Mr. W oopDsIDE. | cannot Give vou that. I fact. I do not think 
the application shows it. 

Mr. Harpy. Get RFC to come lulp. Mr. Lat taff. I think mavbe they 
can answer vour questions oettel th in Mr. Woodside ean. , ' 

Mr. ] ANTAFF. | think if night be pert nent to have cop es of these 


ro into that a little further / What 


« 


y up Ih connection 


« 


papers from the Commerce Department available to the committee, 
either in the record or as appre ndices to the record, 

Mr. TLArpyY. Will you have copes of ther <O that Wwe could ive 
them / 

Mr. W oopsipE. Those are My OF ly COples | Cal supply copes, 

Mr. Harpy. If you will supply copies to us. please. we will insert 
them in the record. 

(The papers referred to follow : 


To: National Security Resources Board 


Krom: Facilities and Construction Bureau, National Production Authority, 
Department of Commerce 

Subject : LAC—1—Hazleton Steel & Tubing Corp., Hazleton, Pa Application for 
Government loan under section 302 of the Dofe Production Act of 150 
and pursuant to tithe 382A, National Defense Appendix, chapter VI, part 601 

Amount of loan requested S7.S00.000 To provide funds for the estimated cost 


of acquisition, installation, and construction of the facilities for production of 


sentmiless steel tubing 


Business 


Applicant is a new corporation chartered under the laws of Dolaware and 
proposes 2 seamless steel tube mill to be located at Hazleton, Pa The fac ity 
will provide a modest expansion of the Nation's steel-making capacity It will 
manufacture the ingot required for its end product This will be seamless steel 


tubing. However, the plant will be so designed and constructed that it may be 
adapted to production of other tubular products used in aircraft and other mili 
tary products. 

Purpose 


Construction of plant buildings including 


Utilities and tixed installations $1. 000, 000 
Equipment 1, 960, 340 
Working capital 1. O24. 660 
Contingencies (RFC recommendation) 2 O15. 0OO 

Total ‘i 9, 000, 000 


83530—51 6 
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\ osed d additional construct and plant facilities 
Petroleum and its byproducts are vitally necessary for national security and 
Che plant will produce tubular goods which will aid in the production 
! products 
a on esent output of oil country tubular goods inadequate to meet the 
of the petroleum indu ind the production will have to be ex 
ed substantially during 1951 and 1952 if oil-production needs as projected 
rP mm Administration for D e ne » be met \ significant short 
ge of iry tubing, for which the plant will be adaptable, is anticipated 
( lemme l 
iff It the requeste ( rom banks or other sources have 
I i the REC has declined to make the loar 
| project involves the constructi of an electric furnace and pipe mil 
fated cost of S6,985,000. The tw lectric furnaces having a capacity of 
0,000 W provide all the ingots needed to produce 120,000 tons of seamless 
ping nu l\ 
2s t ocated in an area where ample supplies of scrap are available, 
Ss being one of the considerations in selection of the plant site 
\} nt has advised that arrangements have been made and confirmed for 
! ise of Chilean pig iron beginning July 1, 1951, in the amou of 2,000 
ons pe th, this from a Koppers managed operation in Santiago, Chile, by 
etter dated January 16, 1951 
4. Pennsylvania Power & Light Co., under date of December 28, 1950, advised 
ipp » the effect that the Power Company would be able to furnish 26,000 
KW. of power for the electrification of this plant. It is believed that this is ample 
powel » Service the plant, 
5. The labor factor is extremely favorable both for construction and for sub 
sequent operations. The area is one of substantial, chronic unemployment stem 
ming from the 


regular decline of the anthracite industr 
‘resulting from mechanization. 
rhe plant site is favorable with respect 


r worl 


6 to other pr 
Vi 


nagement 


Executive and key operating personnel available to 
proven competence in the industry. 


Estimated earnings 


Annual production, 120,000 tons: 
Sales (90 percent capacity) at $135 per ton 
Production cost, $100 per ton 


Gross annual profit 
Less: 
Property taxes 
Sales and administration 
Maintenance and repair 


Profit before taxes and debt service charges 
Less debt service charges 


Net profit before taxes 
If half Chilean pig iron is 
approximately $3 per ton 


used, the cost 


would be 


Net before taxes 


Recommendations of Delegate 


1 


Borrower paying into the 
$1,000,000 of private capital. 
(b) In the event that the $1,000,000, a private capital 


t thereof is evidenced by a debt of the corporation, sa 
th mortg: 


RFC, fiseal agent for 


Ss 





the 


tgency, Department of Commerce, 
Approve loan in amount of $7,800,000 conditioned upon 


y and rising productivity 


oduction factors. 


borrower are 


of 


men 


$14, 580. 000 
10, SOO, 000 
3, TSO, OOO 

$40, 000 

300, 000 

100, 000 


Ly 


1, 440, 000 


2, 340, 000 
1, 000, 000 


1, 340, 000 
increased 
360, 000 


980, OOO 
VPA 


the delegate agency, 


injected herein, or any 
id debt shall be subor 
loan, and no principal nor interest shall be paid on 
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same until the first mortgage loan under section 302 has been paid in fu 
both principal and interest 

(c) Plant to be so designed and constructed that it may later be adapted to 
the production of other tubular products suitable for aircraft and other militar 
products, 

2. Note payable—interest.—414 percent per annum payab juarterly beg g 
18S months from date of nots interest accrued during that period shall be 
construed as principa and shall bear interest at the rate of 4% percent per 
annum and shall be due on or before the final principal payment date of the 
mortgage loan 

Principal.—Not to exceed 10-year maturity; first payment to become d 1S 
months after date of note in the amount of $250,000, and quarterly thereafte 


at the same rate 
(i) All tax savings, if any, available under any Certificate of Necessity 


for accelerated amortization shall be taken by borrower 
(ii) In addition, after the Certificate of Necessity for rapid tax amort 
tion has expired when t t t xes but before ded ons I 


depreciation and amortization exceed principal payments during the fisca 


year, 50 percent of the amount of the excess is to be applied on principal 
in the inverse order of maturity. 

3. Fiscal agent The RFC as fiscal agent for the delegate agency ill admin 
ister and service this loan in accordance with the conditions set forth here 
under, using its standard forms and procedures. The delegate agen retains 
its right to call upon the fiscal agent during the life of this loan to take such 
action as the delegate ag hey deems necessary With respect to all o these 
conditions. 

$t. Collateral (a) All collateral for this loan to be held by the fiscal agent 
for the benefit of the delegate agence) 

(b) Mortgage covering all real and perso! al property now owned or herein 


after acquired by borrower. 

(c) Assignment, in form and substance si 
the fiscal agent, of any and all leases and/or contracts held by borrower, which 
assignment or assignments shall provide that, so long as the holder of the note 
has not entered into possession of the premises covered by said leases and/or 
contracts, the holder of the note shall not be liable for the performance of any 
of the obligations, agreements and covenants made or assumed by borrower in 
connection with said leases and/or contracts, and borrower shall remain liable 
for the performance of all such obligations, agreements and covenants: Provided, 
That, in the discretion of the fiscal agent, the assignment and/or recordation 
of any leases or contract essential in the normal business operations of bor 
rower but not necessary for the protection of the delegate agency need not be 
required. 

(dad) Hazard insurance of such kind with such companies and in such amounts 
as may be required by fiscal agent. 

5. Use of proceeds.—Solely for payment on account of the cost of acquisition, 
installation, and construction of the facilities contemplated and described in 
borrower’s application, upon satisfactory evidence to the fiscal agent that the 
funds are required, either for construction or working capital 

6. Other terms and conditions.—(a) Compensation to borrower's officers, di- 
rectors and key personne! is to be satisfactory to fiscal agent. Any compensation 
or increase in compensation to any such person which results in compensation 
at a rate in excess of $10,000 per annum shall have the prior approval of the 
fiscal agent. 

(b) Management agreement shall mean an agreement, executed by borrower, 
providing that until payment in full of the indebtedness evidenced by the note 
the management of borrower shall be satisfactory to the delegate agency, and 
that if within 30 days from the date of forwarding of notice to borrower that 
borrower’s Management is not satisfactory, and borrower does not make changes, 
so that its management is satisfactory to the delegate agency, then the delegate 
agency may at any time thereafter, without notice to borrower, accelerate the 
maturity of the indebtedness evidenced by the note and take such steps as may 
be deemed necessary to safeguard the interests of the note holder. 

(c) The borrower shall not without the prior consent of the delegate agency 
declare or pay any dividend or make any distribution upon its capital stock or 
purchase or retire any of its capital stock or consolidate or merge with any other 
company or make any advances directly or indirectly by war of loan, gift, bonus, 
commission or otherwise, to any company, directly or indirectly, controlling or 





tisfactory to delegate agency and 
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ted with or controlled by the borrower, or to any officer, director, or em 


ployee of the borrower or of any such company 
(7d) Tax deposit agreement 
) After-acquired property agreement 
(f) Written a 
(1) Borrower will not, prior to payment in full of the loan, obligate itself to 


eement satisfactory to fiscal agent providing that: 





ake expenditures for capital additions in excess of $50,000 in the normal cours¢ 
of business, in any one year, except as herein permitted, without the prior 
written concent of the fiscal agent. In no event is any debt to be made senior to 
le Mortgage to be executed as provided herein 

2) Borrower will submit to fiscal agent manager for (a) use of delegate 
agency, and the fiscal agent, or their representatives: and (b) transmit to the 
Washington office of the fiscal agent monthly reports and statements reflecting 
borrower's operating costs and financial condition, also annual independent audits 

be made by auditors satisfactory to the fiscal agent 

(3) Borrower shall reimburse the fiscal agent for salary and expenses of 
engineers and auditors to be assigned during the construction of facilities planned 
under the expansion program and such other charges for supervision as the fiscal 

tor the delezate agency may deem necessary 

(4) Borrower will agree to assign patients and trade-marks to the fiscal agent 

pon written request, 

(9) The acquisition, installation ,and construction of all. or any part of the new 
facilities, referred to herein shall be on a fixed cost, or other basis satisfactory 
to the fiscal agent 

(6) Prior to making further commitments for facilities other than those 
referred to herein, borrower will obtain the approval of the fiscal agent 

(7) Any and all modifications and changes in the plans and specifications as 
presently drawn shall be made only upon the prior written approval of the fiscal 

(S) Borrower within 90 days after receipt of a written request from holde1 
of the note executed in connection with the mortgage securing this loan shall at 
ts own expense convert such note(s) into bonds in such denomination and form 
and subject to such terms and conditions as shall be satisfactory to the holder of 
he notes (s) 

Delegate Agency : DeraRTMENT OF COMMERCE, 
By (Signed) HARveEy M. Harper 
Approved by 
(Signed) ARTI J. BoLcer, 
teting Assistant Administrator, 
FRANK R. CREEDON 
Facilities and Construction Bureau 
National Production Autority Department of Commerce 


U. S. DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE, NATIONAL PRODUCTION 
AUTHORITY, WASHINGTON, D. C 


CERTIFICATE FOR A LOAN UNDER SECTION 302 OF THE DEFENSE PRODUCTION ACT OF 
1950 AND PURSUANT TO TITLE 382A, NATIONAL DreEFENSE APPENDIX, CHAPTER VI 
PART 601 


Po: Reconstruction Finance Corporation : 

Pursuant to authority contained in and delegated to the U. S. Department of 
Commerce section 303 of Executive Order 10161, dated September 9, 1950, it is 
hereby certified that a loan to the Borrower, in the amount, and upon the terms 
and conditions, set forth below, is necessary to expedite production and deliveries 
or services to aid in carrying out government contracts for the procurement of 
materials or the performance of services for the national defense: 

1. Docket Number.—302 Loan LAC-1 
2. Name and address of borrowe) Hazleton Steel & Tubing Corporation 


Hazleton, Pennsylvania 
° lyrount of loan S7.SO00.000 conditioned upon: 

(7) Borrower paying into the RFC, fiscal agent for the delegate ageney 
$1,000,000 of private capital. 

(b) In the event that the $1,000,000, a private capital injected herein, or any 


part thereof is evidenced by a debt of the corporation, said debt shall be sub 
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ordinated to this mortgage loan, and no principal nor interest shall be paid on 
same until the first mortgage loan under section 302 has been paid in full both 
principal and interest. 

(c) Plant to be so designed and constructed that it may later be adapted to 
the production of other tubular products suitable for aircraft and other military 
products. 

t. Note payable—Interest.—4'. percent per annum payable quarterly begin 
ning 18 months from date of note; interest accrued during that period shall be 
construed as principal and shall bear interest at the rate of 445 percent per annum 
and shall be due on or before the final principal payment date of the mortgage 
loan, 

Principal.—Not to exceed 10-year maturity; first payment to become due 1S 
months after date of note in the amount of $250,000, and quarterly thereaftet 
the same rate 

(i) All tax savings, if any, available under any Certificate of Necessity 
for accelerated amortization shall be taken by Borrower 
(ii) In addition, after the Certificate of Necessity for rapid tax amortiza 
tion has expired, when net earnings after taxes but before deductions fe 
depreciation and amortization exceed principal payments during the fiscea 
year, 50 percent of the amount of the excess is to be applied on principal in 
the inverse order of maturity. 
5. Fiscal agent.—The RFC as fiscal agent for the delegate agency will admi 
ister and service this loan in accordance with the conditions set forth herein 
under, using its standard forms and procedures The delegate agency retains 
its right to call upon the fiscal agent during the life of this loan to tuke suc! 
action as the delegate agency deems necessary with respect to all of these 
conditions, 

6. Collateral (a) All collateral for this loan to be held by the fiscal agent 
for the benefit of the delegate agency. 

(b) Mortgage covering all real and personal property now owned or here 
inafter acquired by borrower 

(c) Assignment, in form and substance satisfactory to delegate agency and 
the fiscal agent, of any and all leases and/or contracts held by Borrower, whi 
assignment or assignments shall provide that, so long as the holder of the note 
has not entered into possession of the premises covered by said leases and/or 
contracts, the holder of the note shall not be liable for the performance of at 
of the obligations, agreements, and covenants made or assumed by Borrower i 
onnection with said leases and/or contracts, and Borrower shall remain liable 
for the performance of all such obligations, agreements, and covenants; provide 
that, in the discretion of the fiscal agent, the assignment and/or recordation of 
any leases or contract essential in the normal business operations of Borrowe 
hut not necessary for the protection of the delegate agency need not be required 

(d) Hazard insurance of such kind with such companies and in such amounts 
us may be required by fiscal agent. 

7. Use of proceeds Solely for payment on account of the cost of aequ 





installation, and construction of the facilities contemplated and described in 


horrower’s application, upon satisfactory evidence to the fiscal agent that the 
funds are required 

8. Other terms and conditions (a) Compensatior to bhorrower's officers 
directors, and key personnel is to be satisfactory to fiscal agent Any com 
pensation or increase in compensation to any such person which results in com 


pensation at a rate in excess of $10,000 per annum shall have the prior approval! 
of the fiscal agent 

(>) Management agreement shall mean an agreement, executed by borrower 
providing that until payment in full of the indebtedness evidenced by the note 
the management or borrower shall be satisfactory to the delegate agency, and that 
if within 30 days from the date of forwarding of notice to borrower that bor 
rower’s management is not satisfactory, and borrower does not make changes 
so that its management is satisfactory to the delegate agency. then the delegate 
agency may at any time thereafter, without notice to borrower, accelerate the 
maturity of the indebtedness evidenced by the note and take such steps as may 
be deemed necessary to safeguard the interests of the note holdet 


(c) The borrower shall not without the prior consent of the delegate ager 
declare or pay any dividend or make any distribution upon its capital stock or 
purchase or retire any of its capital stock or consolidate or merge ith any 


other company or make any advances directly or indirectly by wavy of loan, 
gift, bonus, commission or otherwise, or to any company, directly or indirectly, 








st) CERTIFICATES OF NECESSITY AND DEFENSE LOANS 


trolling or affiliated with or controlled by the borrower, or to any officer, 

director, or employee of the borrower or of any such company 

/ Pax deposit agreement 

( \fter-acquired property agreement 

(f) Written agreement satisfactory to fiscal agent providing that: 

1) Borrower will not, prior to payment in full of the loan, obligate itself 

make expenditures for capital additions in excess of $50,000 in the normal 
a) 





to 


course of siness, in any one year, except as herein permitted, without the 
prior written consent of the fiscal agent. In no event is any debt to be made 
senior to the mortgage to be executed as provided herei! 

2) Borrower will submit to fiscal agent manager for (a) use of delegate 
agency, and the fiscal agent, or their representatives; and (b) transmit to the 


Washington office of the fiscal agent monthly reports and statements reflecting 
borrower's operating costs and financial condition, also annual independent 
audits to be made by auditors satisfactory to the fiscal agent 

3) Borrower shall reimburse the fiscal agent for salary and expenses of 
engineers and auditors to be assigned during the construction of facilities plat 


ned under the expansion program and such other charges for supervision as the 


fiscal agent or the delegate agency may deem necessary 

(4) Borrower will agree to assign patents and trade-marks to the fiscal agent 
upo written request 

5‘) The acquisition, installation, and construction of all, or any part of the 
new facilities, referred to herein shall be on a fixed cost, or other basis satis 


factory to the fiseal agent 

(6) Prior to making further commitments for facilities other than those 
referred to herein, borrower will obtain the approval of the fiscal agent 

(7) Any and all modifications and changes in the plans and specifications 
as presently drawn shall be made only upon the prior written approval of the 
fiscal agent 

(S) Borrower within 90 days after receipt of a written request from holder 
of the note executed in connection with the mortgage securing this loan shall 
at its own expense convert such note(s) into bonds in such denomination and 
form and subject to such terms and conditions as shall be satisfactory to the 
holder of the note(s) 

Delegate Agency: DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE, 
By CHARLES SAWYER, Secretary 

Date: February 2, 1951. 

» This certification has been approved pursuant to established procedure, by 
a GIBSON, 
Deputy Administrator, Defense Production Administration 

Mr. Lanrarr. Where in that paper does Commerce recommend this 
loan ? 

Mr. W oopsIpre. A specific recommendation 7 

Mr. Lantarr. Yes. 

Mr. Woopsipr. It starts on page 3. 

Mr. Lanrarr. You say you can produce copies of these papers for 
the subcommittee ? 

Mr. Woopstpr. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Harpy. Did you find the recommendation of the Department ¢ 

Mr. Lantrarr. The memorandum submitted to the NSRB by Com- 
merce recommends the approval of a loan in the amount of $7,800,000, 
conditioned upon the borrower paying into RFC, the fiscal agent. 
d1,000,000 of private capital; that in the event the $1,000,000 of private 
capital Is injected, or any part thereof, as evidenced by a debt of the 
corporation, the debt should be subordinated to this mortgage loan. 

Mr. Harpy. Is that the recommendation of the Department of 
Commerce / 

Mr. Lan rarF. Of the Department of Commerce. It shall be so 
subordinated to this mortgage loan and no principal or interest shall 
be paid on the same until the first mortgage loan under 302 has been 
paid in full, both principal and interest. 
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Mr. Harpy. Right there, is that the basis on which your certificate 
was granted and a loan was granted / 

Mr. Woopsipr. He is reading from part of an entire report, sir. 

Mr. Harpy. I understand that, but is the part that he just read the 
basis on which the thing was finally settled ? 

Mr. Woopstpr. Yes: the conditions proposed vo on there. 

Mr. Harpy. And there was a provision under which the corporation 
was to supply $1,000,000 of private capital, and without that, then 
a certificate on a DPA loan was not in effect. Is that right / 

Mr. Woopsipr. Yes. 

Mr. Harpy. But permission was eranted for that to be in the nature 
of a loan rather than an investment of the owners of the corporation ¢ 

Mr. Woopsipr. Yes. 

Mr. Harpy. Anything further, Mr. Lantaff ? 

Mr. LAN AFF. Was a completion bond required In connection with 
this plant ? 

Mr. Woopsipr. If I may look at that recommendation, I can tell you. 
I do not think so. I think the cost of a completion bond in this thing 
‘ would have been pretty high. 

Mr. Harpy. The cost of the completion bond would have bee pretty 
high, but we do not mind letting Uncle Sam take all of the risk. Is 
that about the way we get down to 

Mr. W oopsIDE. There is ho question, sIr, but what this one is of a 
high-risk nature. 

Mr. Harpy. Do I understand that you do not know anything about 
the stockholders ? 

Mr. Woopsipr. I do not want to say that. I think the application 
reflects the name of the president of the corporation ; and I am sure 
the RFC report will show who the principal stockholders are. But 
I do not have that with me, and I do not remember it. 

Mr. Lantrarr. The application shows it. 

Mr. Harpy. Shows the names, though. Does it show anything about 
their qualifications and their capabilities and so forth ? 

Mr. Lanvrarr. I can read from the application. 

Mr. Harpy. Let us not bother with that. I think that maybe we 
would save time if we got the RFC up here. 

Do you have something you wanted to say, Mr. Woodside? 

Mr. Woopsine. The management, there was a standard provision 
that would be written into this thing that the management of the 
company would be satisfactory to the RFC and the delegate agency. 

Mr. Lantarr. There are some interesting provisions in this appli 

° cation which I think are necessary to look into in connection with this 
investigation—shares of stock, the salaries that they have designated 
for each of themselves, and the fact that these salaries are accruable 
from October 1, 1950, are all stated in the application. 

- Mr. Harpy. I think we will have to get the RFC to enlighten us on 
those things. We need to pursue the matter a little further with Mr. 
Woodside. I think before getting RFC, Mr. Woodside, I just want 
to raise one other point. I think you said you relied on the recom- 
mendations of the Department of Commerce in this case. Is it not 
true that you have a loan committee that supposedly investigated this 
case on its own? 

Mr. Woopstpr. No; I do not have a loan committee. Two to five 
of the people I have available are put on loan work from time to 
time depending on the flow of the cases, 
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Mr. Harpy. The final responsibility rests with you ¢ 

Mr. Woopsinr. The final responsibility rests with me, but we do 
not have the personnel ; we are not equipped to try to make an in 
vestigation ol each one of these cases, 

Mr. Harpy. But you do have available to you all of the investiga 
tions made by RFC and at least you have the priy ilege of scrutinizing 
whit they have done and what they have said about it 

Mir. Woopsipr. Yes. 

Mr. Harpy. Thank you, Mr. Woodside. Mr, Dodds, let us have 
your REC folks up here, if you please. 
~ Mr, Lanrarr. Mr. Chairman, may I suggest, too, that a copy of the 
original application of the Hazleton Co. be furnished to the com 
mittee ¢ 
Mr. Harpy. Yes. Will you do that for us, Mr. Woodside ? 
Mir. Woopstipr. Yes. 


The material referred to follows :) 


13 
tI 


/ 


Oo NSRB-140 (Oet, 1950) 


Form approved, Budget Bureau No. 25-R001 | 
UNITED STATES OF AMERICA 
EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDEN1 
NATIONAL SECURITY RESOURCES BOARD 


APPLICATION FOR A NECESSITY CERTIFICATE PURSUANT TO PROVISIONS OF Sec, 124A 
(AMORTIZATION DEDUCTION) OF INTERNAL REVENUE CopI 


To: National Security Resources Board, Executive Office Building, Washing 
ton 25, D.C 

Name and address of applicant (street, city, zone, State): Hazleton Steel & 
Pubing Corporation, Hazleton, Pennsylvania 

Potal cost of facilities sought to be certified $4,275,340 (estimated) 

Date of application: November 9, 1950 

lor NSRB use only 

File No. TA-113 

Date rece ed 11/14/1950 

Comm. H. H.C 

\ complete new seamless tube manufacturing plant at Hazleton, Pennsylvania, 
consisting of two MNT electric melting furnaces, one blooming mill, three soak 
ing pits, two Assel mills, one rotary hearth furnace, necessary finishing equip 
ment and related buildings and equipment 

Capacity—120,000 tons of seamless steel tubing annually. Estimated capital 
outlay, exclusive of land, $4,300,000 

Pube-making process to be used under license from Timken Steel & Tubing 
Company (see Attachment No. 1) 

The proposed facility will be a self-contained independent unit and will not 
allied by ownership, agreement, or otherwise with any similar operation. 

( Nor) The Hazleton Steel & Tubing Corporation, incorporated under the law 
of Delaware, is not as vet a going concern. Responsive to Section 600.2 (e) (3) 
of the Regulations governing the issue of Certificates of Necessity, the business 
and professional records of the principal officers and directors are set forth 
in Attachment No. 2.) 


1. ldentifu the materials and services produc ed or to he produced with facili 
fies, prescribed in. Appendia A, for which certification is sought. Do not 
ise general designations such as “aircraft parts” or “radar parts.” In the 
Cae OF Service facilities such (18 cafeterias, offices, or plant protection, list 
principal materials and services of the plant facility served 


rhe main products to be produced in this facility are seamless steel tubing 
and easing. These products could also be supplemented by the manufacture of 
(1) aireraft alloy tubing, (2) tank tread tubing, (3) rocket tubing, (4) aircraft 
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structural and propellant tubing, (5) recoilless gun tubes, and (6) mortar shell 
casings and mortar casings 
The proposed facility will constitute a new source for the manufacture of steel 


> Gire reasons why the facilities for which certification is sought are necessary 


in the interest of national defense Lhe app ant should apply carefully 
the criteria for determination of necessity and o portion attributable to 


defense purposes set forth in sec. 600.2 of the reaqul 





governing the as 
suance of necessity certificate prescribed by the chairman of the national 
Necurity Resources Board. 

There is a critical shortage of facilities for the production of seamless steel 
tubing and « t pro 
poses to manufacture is used in the petroleum industry where it is in very short 
supply. In this use and in other uses for which it is suitable seamless steel 
tubing is directly required in the interest of national defense and is necessary 
for the operation of the national defense program 

The proposed facility in the normal course would be economically useful for 





sing. Seamless steel tubing of the kind which the applica 











other than defense purposes after five years The proposed facility is being 
q undertaken now in order to alleviate the severe and long-standing shortage of 
steel tubing and casing 

There will be included as part of the proposed facility two electric furnaces, 
a blooming mill, two Assel mills, soaking pits, a rotary hearth furnace and othet 
hecessary finishing equipment 

° Included in the proposed facility will be two Assel mills which are presently 
idle and which will be reworked to be incorporated into this seamless steel tubing 
mill 

There will also be incorporated in the proposed facility a blooming mill which 
is presently in partial operation, but the usefulness of which will be greatly in 
creased by becoming a Component part of this tubing mill 

Incorporation of the Assel mills and the blooming mill in the proposed facility 
will not only substantially improve their usefulness both for the civilian economy 
and for national defense, but the use of this presently idle or partly used equip 
ment will also save at least one year in getting the proposed facility into 
operation 

The location of the proposed facility will be excellent with regard to military 
security. The plant will be situated in an inland area among the Broad Moun 
tains in Pennsylvania where there is no heavy concentration of industry 

The proposed facility will be located in a chronically distressed unemployment 
area where there is an abundance of both skilled and unskilled manpower avail 
able. By using this presently unemployed local labor the facility will not burden 
existing housing, transportation or community facilities, as they are already 
existing. 

The proposed facility will be independently owned and operated and will pro 
mote competitive enterprise. Favorable action on this application will facilitate 
participation in the tubing industry of a small independent business 

A competent and experienced force of key personnel are already available to 
operate the proposed facility. These include top production men for our melt 
shop, our tube plant and for our metallurgical work. We have also obtained 
the services of some of the foremost metallurgists and consultants in the country 
3. Marimum designed production: 120,000 tons of tubular steel products annually 


List separately materials or serv Unit of t ithout gned produc productior t id 
ices identified in item 1 measure fac » tion used tior ties 
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Customers engaging in oil production and in the transportation and pro 
of liquids (See Attachments No. 3A—F.) 


9. Estimate percentage of the maximum designed production of the fac 
sought to be certified which will be used for national-defense urp 
(Explain basis for estimate.) 

100% of the maximum designed production of the proposed facility coul 

used directly for the production of end products required f 

It is expected that any part of the output not so used directly for national-de 

purposes will be used in connection with the production of oil and peti 

products which will be used for defense purposes or for inte 
defense economy. 


10. Has applicant negotiated with agencies of this Gov ment as to fi 
the cost of the facilities fo which certification soudgl 


{x] Yes. [ ] No. If yes, give details 
Applicant is proceeding to apply under section 302 of the Defense Pr ” 
Act of 1950 for a direct Government loan 


11. The following statements are made with respect to the land des ed 
in appendia A, 

a. Name and address of seller or proposed seller to applicant: The grantot 
this property is Hazleton Industrial Development Fund, Hazleton, be 
b. Applicant’s relationship, financial or otherw 
ce. Use of land before acquisition by applicant 


with such seller: None 





icant industrial site. 
d. Estimated value of land afer five (5) years: $200,000 
e. Why does applicant choose purchase as method for obtaining use ot 
Land granted to applicant. 


12. The following statements are made with re spect to those buildings 
in appe ndix A which have been or will be pure hased. 


a. Name and address of person from whom buildings were or will be put 
inapplicable 


b. Applicant’s relationship, financial or otherwise, with such s¢ 
Inapplicable. 

c. Use of buildings before acquisition by applicant Inapplicable 

d. Increased usefulness for defense purposes resulting from acquisit 


Inapplicable. 

e. Estimated value of buildings after five (5) years: The estimated va 
the buildings and fixed equipment to be erected after five years will be appre 
mately $1,000,000 

f. Why does applicant choose purchase as method for obtainin 
ings? Buildings are not to be purchased but are to be erected. 






13. The follou ing statements are made with respect to all other facilities de- 
scribed in appendix A which have been or re to he icquired second- 
f 


hanée; or which have been or which are productive assets of a going 
concern (give appendix A number in each case) 
a. Names and addresses of sellers or proposed sellers to applicant: Blooming 
mill—Rotary Electric Steel Company, Detroit, Michigan. Two Assel m 
Texas Electric Stee] Casting Company, Houston, Texas 
b. Applicant’s relationship, financial or otherwise, with such sellers: None, 
c. Use of facilities before acquisition by applicant: The two Assel mill 
previously described, are now idle but formerly produced closed-end tubing. 
The blooming mill has been currently in operation on jobbing lots of bloo 
d. Increased usefulness for defense purposes resulting from acquisition: 
The two Assel mills previously described, formerly produced closed-end ord- 
nance projectiles during last war are now in a junk yard, and consequently 
are not an integrated part of any active operation. The methods formerly 
in making this closed-end projectile are now obsolete, having been supersede ) 
a cold extrusion method, as used by Mullins Manufacturing Company, whereby 
for these two Assel 


ted unit, as in this instance, 





10% less steel is used Pherefore, the only useful purpose 
| to be had by being placed into an integra 

rhe increased usefulness for defense purposes resulting from the acquisition of 
the blooming mill is the fact that this mill is being replaced in its present loca- 
tion by one of larger capacity, consequently inactivating this mill Applicant is 
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‘ining The Applicant will then put this mill into continwous operation as 
component part of the integrated steel tube mill 
fas 2 t helow, bu number in appe ndig A. the facilities sought to be eertified which 
‘ jacements describing (a) the replaced facility, (b) its age, Ce) the 
nnual rate of depreciation thereon, (d) the disposition whieh has been 
( ill be wiade of the replaced facility. and ( the reason for replace 
° 
No replacements this is a new facility 


ring statements are made by applicant evaluating the availability 
wu _ housing transportation, community fae ities, and other ele 
nents of product on in the area avchere the facilitics described in appe ndix 


1are used or to be used 


Haslet Pennsylvania, is one of the most critical areas of unemployment 
n the countrys Permanent residents now living in their own homes and lacking 
permane employment provide an adequate supply of skilled and unskilled 
Wel No additional load would be placed upon present housing, trans 
( or community facilities 
i} l inity is served by excellent railroad transportation See Attach 
‘ } 
Chere s ndequate power available for this operation See Attachment 5 
Phere Vailable for the erection of this building adequate structural steel 
See A ( ent 6 
Beth le m Steel Company, which is close by, is the source of pig iron This 
excellent source for scrap on account of the number of railroads tra 
I's Ul erritory and the extensive mining operations in the locality. The loca 
te irkets for this product in civilian economy is excellent because, within 
i dius of 100 les, there are located many of the principal manufacturing fa 
clill in the East whose tubing requirements are very great 
jf I) fe possihle uses of the facilities (for which certification is sought) 
ther than defense purposes at the end of fire 5 oars, and the nature 
and patent of the conversion which would be required, if any 


described more fully heretofore, the proposed facility can continue to make 





seumiless steel tubing without anv conversiotr requirements and can Continue to 
e work to the inhabitants of the area This facility can be maintained as 
importan steel-producing unit in the competitive 1 linn econom 


17 The follow gq applications for necessity certificates for this plant t thi 
locatio have been filed since January 1, 1950 


None 


18. Persons authorized to represent applicant for the purpose of this application 


the Adar treet, ¢ \ rie Stats 


B I ‘ t 1 Fift Avenue, New York 17, N. ¥ 
H. H . Vice pr lent Cit Sa f Bank Building Alliance 


( Vice president 41 Meade Avenue, Babylon, Lor 


CERTIFICATION The undersigned hereinafter referred to as the applicant 
represents that the facilities listed in Appendix A are necessary in the interests 
of national defense during the emergency period, and requests the issuance with 


espect thereto of a necessity certificate as provided under Section 124A of the 
Revenue Code, and in support thereof submits the information contained 
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in this application, and certifies that the facts herein set forth, or appended, are 
true and correct to the best of his knowledge and belief 

[CORPORATE SEAL | HAZLETON STEEL & TUBING CORPORATION, 

By BENJAMIN R. Down, President 

Attest : 

MARTIN G. CHARLES, Secretary 

Date: November 9, 1950 

Applicant, check one Individual Partnership x) Corporation 

The United States Criminal Code, 18 U.S. C., sec. 1001, makes it a criminal 
offense to make a willfully false statement or representation to any department or 
agency of the United States as to any matter within its jurisdiction 

Items 1 to 5, inclusive, are to be typed in by applicant This portion of appli 
cation will be returned to applicant as a receipt. 

Receipt is acknowledged of the application for a Necessity Certificate, filed on 
the date stamped hereon Further communications with respect to this applica 
tion should bear the Government file number indicated hereon 

1. Total facilities, this application, $4,275,540 (est.) 

2. Date of application: November 9, 1950 


‘ 3. Name: Hazleton Steel & Tubing Corporation 
Address (street, city, zone, State) : Hazleton, Penusyivania 
Leave this space blank 
Government File No, TA 

- 


APPENDIX A—SUMMARY SHEET 


(Applicant must attach hereto additional Appendix A sheets (numbered 2, 5, 4, 
ete.) supplying a description of each facility ) 


Location of facilities : Hazleton, Pennsylvania 

Applicant (check one) : Individual. Partnership <} Corporation 
Name of applicant: Hazleton Steel & Tubing Corporatiotr 

Address (street, city, zone, State) : Hazleton, Pennsylvania 


Ite A 1 I 1 
‘ 
Land 100, OO 
Buildings and other fixed installatior 1. 000, OO 
Equipment 

Machine tools 20), OOK 

Other metal working machiner 509, 9 
Power generating and distributing equipment 200, OOK 
Furnaces R33, 12 
Other equipment s00, OOO 
Other (specify): Installation and super on 212, 310 
Grand total of all facilities, Appendix A 4. 275. 340 


Give date of acquisition or beginning of construction, reconstruction, erection, 
or installation of the facilities: Thirty (380) days after approval of direct loan 
under Section 302 of the Defense Production Act of 1950 
bd Materials and services produced or to be produced (answer same as item 1, 
page 1, of application): The main products to be produced in this facility are 
seamless steel tubing and casing. These products could also be supplemented 
by the manufacture of (1) aircraft alloy tubing, (2) tank tread tubing, (5) 
rocket tubing, (4) aircraft structural and propellant tubing, (5) recoilless gun 
tubes, and (6) mortar shell casings and mortar casings 

The proposed facility will constitute a new source for the manufacture of 
steel. 

Remarks: 

Instructions: Appendix A describes the facilities for which certification is 
sought and consists of the Detail Sheets on land, buildings, and equipment and 
a Summary Sheet. The Summary Sheet is Page 1. The number of pages in 
the Appendix, including both the Detail Sheets and Summary Sheet, shall be 
indicated on the Summary Sheet and the Detail Sheets 
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tail required in this Appendix A is important in order to enable the 
f f lities in the interest of 


ithoritv to determine necessitv of the fac 


defense and in order to assist the taxpayer in identifying the facilities 





al 
Bureau of Internal Revenue (Appendix A will be atta hed to certificate) 
possible at time of filing of application to identify the facilities in 
Lil asked, all available details should nevertheless be given and full details 
ee oon as possible 
Appendix A Detail Sheet is not appropriate to a description oF the 
1 statement mav be attached describing the facility in terms bes 
to the activity. " 
1 question is inapplicable, this should be so stated on the form 
ual cost cannot be ascertained, estimated cost should be given If there 
sub ntial changes in cost or in description before the issuance of the 
te, the applicant should notify the National Security Resources Board 
{PPENDIxX A-——DETAIL SHI 
cription of facilities for which certification is sought 
{ 4 D » 1956 
NO LAND 
' 00.04 Loc i: ' D t | nt: O 
Pe he ' 
Indica } re { ( t 1 i 
I { \ 
A214. 
LD AND HER FIXED INS ALLATION 
\ | 
ID t 
\ SI Wt t t 
g B A218 
led ‘ H 1 ) I 
Rquipme nt 
Scrap vard: Local fabrication SBS, OOO 
Iwo MNP Electric furnaces: Pittsburgh Lectromelt Furnace Com 
prea 318, 120 
harging Boxes: Local fabrication 20, OOO 
Klectrodes: National Carbon Company S, OOO 
Ladles: Whiting Corporation 20, OOO 
Ingot Molds: Vulcan Mold & Iron 38, OOO 
Refractories: Harbison-Walker Company 5, OOO 
Mold Conditioning Equipment: Local fabricator . 29, 000 


‘ 


Soaking Pits: Salem Engineering Company 


( 
i 
‘ 


Melt Shop Accessories, etc.: Whiting Corporation 20, OOO 





Ingot Stripper: The Guide Company 2), OOO 
rane Adjustments: Pauling & Harnischfeger 40, OOO 
slooming Mill and Tables: Rotary Electric Steel Company 140, 000 
ut-off equipment: The Guide Company 25, 0OO 
Accessory Tables, etc.: The Guide Company 62, 000 
Rotary hearth furnace: Salem Engineering Company 150, OOO 


ercing Mill The L. W. Nash Company 125, OOO 











anki iat 





CERTIFICATES OF NECESSITY AND DEFENSE LOANS 89 


Equipment—Continued 



























No. 20. Two Assel Mills reconditioned: The L. W. Nash Company $300, 000 
No. 21. Mandrel Handling Equipment: The Guide Company 25, 000 
No. 22. Mandrels: Republic Steel Corporation 30, 000 
No, 28. Straightener: The Medart Co 50, 000 


No. 24. Threading and Machining: The Stamets Company SO, OOO 
No. 25. Testing and Inspection: The Stametz Company _-_- 60, 000 
No. 26. Handling Equipment: The Guide Company 20, 000 


No. 27. Seales and Shipping Facilities: Fairbanks, Morse 25, OOO 
No. 28. Upsetting Equipment: Miscellaneous vendors = S80, 000 
No. 29. Reducing Mill Equipment and Accessories: Local fabrication 348, 670 


No. 30. Miscellaneous Machine Tools (lathes, millers, granders, drill 
presses, planers, shapers, boring mills, etc.) : Machine tool 
builders ai « 420,4 
No. 31. Power Generating and Di stributing Equipment: General Elec 
tric Company or Westinghouse Electric & Manufacturing Com 
pany —- ‘ — st -UK), 
No. 32. Other Equipment (Trucks, Diesel locomotives, trackage, dollies, 
and other interior transportation): Miscellaneous manufae 
turers phish : 210, 340 
No. 838. Furnace Electric Controls: Leeds & Northrop ‘ 90, 000 


STATEMENT OF W. ELMER HARBER, CHAIRMAN, BOARD OF DIREC- 
TORS; ACCOMPANIED BY C. Y. DODDS, MANAGER, OFFICE OF 
LOANS, AND J. F. WILLIAMS, EXAMINER, RECONSTRUCTION 
FINANCE CORPORATION 


Mr. Harpy. Mr. Harber, we are glad to have you with us. Mr. 
Harber, I wonder if you would be good enough to just give us a com 
plete picture of this thing. I know that you are familiar with it and 
you must have at the tip ot your tongue a lot more information than 
we were able to get from Mr. Woodside. 

The subcommittee would appreciate having a full and complete 
running story of just what transpired in this case. 

Mr. Harper. There was an application filed for $6,985,000. RFC 
recommends that they cannot make the loan under 4—A. 

Mr. Harpy. Was the original application for a Dail RFC loan ? 

Mr. Harper. Yes, sir; it may have been filed with the Department 
of Commerce first. I guess it was, and then came from Commerce 
over to us. 

Mr. Witutams. Mr. Chairman, the original application was fo1 
$5,200,000, and it was an NSRB loan. But in the course of handling 
these transactions, we process them just exactly like they apply to us. 
In other words, we ti ake the application and process it from the stand 
point of seeing what portion, if any, we can make under the direct 
RFC Act; and if we cannot make any at all, then we submit it on 
over to NSRB or the Office of Defense Mobilization. 

The original amount was an NSRB loan for $5,200,000. At that 
time they were talking about using an Assel mill. They were going 
to buy up four or five second-hand shell-making machines—<Assel 
mills—in Houston, Tex. But when our people etme they 
determined that it would not be economical or feasible: and as a re- 
sult of our conversations with the Department of Commerce, the appli 
cation was amended to ask for $6,083 »,000, and we processed that 
through regular channels. And that is what Mr. Harber was taking 
up at the time. It was turned down from our standpoint for three 
reasons. 
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Mr. Hareer. First: A. The loan would not accomplish the purpose 
for which it was intended, because according to our Investigation and 
analysis (a) the actual cost of the building, machinery, and equip- 
ment in our opinion will exceed applicant’s estimate ; (b) applicant 
has not provided suflicient working capital to meet the abnormal op- 
erating costs which will surely prevail while the new facilities are 
being adjusted and new help is being trained; and (¢) applicant shows 
no source from which to obtain such additional funds as may be needed. 

B. Applicant’s estimate of net profit appears high as compared 
with earnings of other large and well-established steel and tube com 
panies, making it doubtful that the loan could be repaid in accord- 
ance with its terms. C. The three principals who will also comprise 
the actual management have only a nominal investment in applicant 
corporation. ; 

Second: However, if the delegate agency determines the loan shall 
be authorized under the provisions of title IIL, section 302, Defense 
Production Act of 1950, it is suggested that the terms and conditions 
set forth by our Philadelphia agency examiner in his supplemental 
report of January 5, 1951, be made applicable thereto, and in addi- 
tion the following: (7) injection of equity capital of not less than 
$2,500,000, of which not less than $2,000,000 shall be expended for 
construction and acquisition and installation of the proposed facilities 
prior to first disbursement of NSRB loan; (4) bond in favor of RFC 
guaranteeing completion of building and acquisition and installation 
of machinery and equipment for not more than estimated cost. 

Mr. Harpy. Now, Mr. Harber, that is a recommendation that was 
sent over at the time this loan was approved, is that not correct ? 

Mr. Harser. That is a suggestion. 

Mr. Harpy. Let us get back a little. I asked you to give us a com- 
plete running picture of this thing, and I think you have omitted a 
lot of rather pertinent points in the development of this loan. Let 
us go back a little to what the recommendations were of RFC’s people 
in the earlier stages of this. You have put a lot of if’s and and’s in 
that recommendation there. 

Mr. Winniams. Just what do you have reference to, Mr. Chairman ? 

Mr. Harpy. I wanted to get a complete picture of this thing, and 
you have cut us off here in a bobtail fashion and given us practically 
nothing except that which went over at about the time the loan was 
approved, 

Let us try to understand this whole thing from its beginning. You 
have told us what the original amount was, and you gave us a little 
information as to why the original amount was indicated. But I 
think you have left out a lot of pertinent factors. 

You know the kind of information we want, Mr. Williams. 

Mr. Winiams. Certainly we want to give you the full facts in this 
matter. Weare trying to highlight it to start off with. We are going 
to get into the details, and we thought maybe you would size them 
up as vou wanted them. 


To start with, application was $5,200,000, and they were proposing 
to do something that our engineers found out was impractical. That 
made us a little skeptical about the over-all set-up, since they started 
off by saying they could convert shell-making machines into sepm- 
less tubing: and we found out that would not work economically, 
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and they agreed. Then they just automatically kicked up the amount 
of the application to $6,985,000 and put in « _— ntional equipment. 

Of course, when the loan was approved by the delegate agency, 
they kicked it up to $7,800,000, with applicant injecting $1,000,000. 

Mr. Harpy. About when was it that they changed from the shell- 
making proposition ¢ 

Mr. Wiu1ams. The original application was November 22, 1950, 
and the amended application was December 29, 1950. We did not 
have too much to do with Commerce from December 29 on; that is, 
to this day we do not know exactly what the scope of the transaction 
is. Asa matter of fact, we are in the process now of trying to develop 
with the borrower or the applicant and the delegate agency just exactly 
what they have in mind for the $7,800,000. 

Mr. Harpy. You do not know what they are going to do with it? 

Mr. Wititams. We have been submitted temporarily a list of what 
they propose to do and what the estimates are, but we have not to 
this day been able to determine the scope of the project. 

Mr. Harpy. What was the agence V ex imine r’s recommendation ? 

Mr. Witi1ams. The agency examiner’s recommendation was to 
decline. Asa matter of fact, it has been 100 percent decline. 

Mr. Harpy. Read it into the record, will you? 

Mr. WitxiiAMs (reading) 

The agency examiner recommends that the request for a loan for $6,985,000 
under section 302 of the Defense Production Act of 1950 be declined for the 
following reasons. 

Those were the three reasons that Mr. Harber has already read 
to you. 

In other words, they did not think they could build the plant in the 
first place for what they proposed to build it for, and there was not 
sufficient working capital involved; and there was no provision for 
overrun; there was no assurance that they could get the additional 
funds. 

I might say in that respect that as far as the financial statement 
was concerned, they showed they had injected $600 in cash. 

Mr. Harpy. Can you give us the names of the officers and the amount 
of investment of each ? 

Mr. Wiiriams. The names of the officers were Mr. Dowd: Mr. 
Charles, who is vice president and secretary; Mr. Hopkins is engineer 
on the project; and now they have submitted to us a Mr. Kern, who 
may be the production manager. 

Mr. Harpy. Is he a stockholder ? 

Mr. Witurams. Frankly, sir, we have no list of stockholders. They 
have been negotiating through our Philadelphia agency, and they 
have indicated to us that this $1,000,000 additional e apital—now we 
were talking about equity capital, and there is a lot of difference 
between equity and the $1, 000,000 that they are proposing to get in 
here now, pursuant to Commerce’s requirement. 

In the course of the conversation with our agency people in Phila- 
delphia, they have indicated that the $1,000,000 that was to go into 
this project was to be in the form of advances against notes by five 
oil companies who will have contracts for part of the end project. 
Of course these notes would be subject to stand- by so far as this loan 
is concerned. 


83530—5 
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Mr. Harpy. We want to get into that a little more in detail in a 
moment. I think maybe we had better skip that for now. 

Mr. WixuiaMs. I give you this type of information because we want 
to put it right on the board. 

Mr. Harpy. We want to get that. But we want to get it just a 
little bit later. Do you know how much investment each of these three 
men whose name you mentioned had in the corpor ition Dowd. 
Charles, and Hopkins? 

Mr. WituiaMs. So far as we know, nothing. They probably had 
expenses over the months and all, and they have right now a request 
in to our agency—and it has just reached my desk—to ©. K. salaries 
back from October 1. But I assure you they will not be recom- 
mended by me. 

We would not, so far as I am concerned, start paying them a 
thing 

Mr. Harpy. You made a statement awhile ago that there was a $600 
investment, I believe. 

Mr. Wiis. The financial statement that they submitted to us 
at the time of the application reflected $600 in cash. 

Mr. Harpy. Did it show what that represented? Did it show 
whether that represented capital stock or (Whi at it represented ? 

Mr. Wixurams. It shows on November 22, 1950, in their assets, S600 
in cash. 

Mr. Harpy. What liabilities does it show ? 

Mr. Witurams. Their current assets was that $600, and their liabil 
ities, current liabilities, was 87.500: and that was accrued salaries that 
had hot been paid, 

Mr. Harpy. At what rate of salaries was that ? 

Mr. Witniams. The way they are requesting our approval right now 
is a salary of age “i a vear for Mr. Dowd; $25,000 apiece for Mr. 
Charles and . Hopkins, the two vice presidents; and $16,000 for 
Mr. Kern. ol ‘Mr. McQuade, who is to be a consulting engineer for 
at least 50 days, or something like that while they are putting in this 
project, is to get paid at the rate of $150 a day, plus expenses. 

We have not approved that kind of a set-up, and I can assure you it 
will not be recommended by me, 

fr. Harpy. What isthe authorized capital stock of the corporation ? 

\iv. WILLIAMS. They show in lhe re, common stock, S600. 

Mr. Harpy. That is S600 outstanding common stock issued ? 

Mr. Winntams. That is all we have available to us. 

Mr. Harpy. They do not show what was authorized ? 

Mr. W LLIAMS., No, sIr. 

Via H ARDY. An d thre *\ do not show a breakdown as to the ownership 
of that S600 worth of stock ? 

r. WittiaMs. No, sit 

Mr. Harpy. So here is a corporation with a total capitalization of 
S600, plus what might be the value of a piece of land that was donated 
to them. 

Mr. WitiraMs. It is 27.7 acres, and they set that up on their records 
at $100,000. Our people say that a fair value might be $13,850. 

Mr. H ARDY. The re ls { i bie discrepancy. So. on the basis of your 
oa ring, you would oe a value of total assets at S600 cash. Does it 
show th: 

Mr. Wi ILLIAMS. Yes, sil 
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Mr. Harpy. And $13,850 in real estate. 

Mr. Winuiams. But they are ac ruling salaries back from Or tober 5 
that is about 4 months. And the salaries-of those fellows runs about 
DSLOGOOO a vear. 

Mr. Harpy. Ss0 this corporation Was bankrupt whet it made ap~ 
plication, wits It not? 

Mr. WiuILLIAMs. I would sav if those salaries hold ip. they \ ould 
not be in too eood a shape. 

Mr. Harpy. What was the recommendation of » Washington ex- 
aminer with respect to this? 

Mr. WinutaMs. This is one tine, sir, that I am the examiner that 
handled this case, and r recommended that we not make the loan. 
And on reconsideration, that we not pi rtici pate In any portion of the 
loan. 

As far as I ever want to suggest that if Commerce determined that 
it was in the interest of national defense, that all the other factors 
were satisfactory, and they would put $2,500,000 in it and give us a 
completion bond to assure that it would be built for the figure that 
they said it would, they might be justified in making a loan on that 
kind of a basis 

Mr. Harpy. That was vour recommendation ‘ 

Mr. Witutams. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Harpy. RFC ipa you. Is that right? 

Mr. WituraMs. No, sir, they ‘did not override me on this one. They 
told Commerce the cane tithe: They said that our agency turned this 
down and we are agree that there is no portion that we could make 
or all of it under section 4-A, our regular loaning authority. So it is 


ho soap so far as REC is concerned. It is consistent all the way 
through. RFC 100 schoags declined so far as it was concerned. 


Mr. Harpy. Was there any y cokibenaeidenen between RFC and Mr. 
Creedon of the National Production Authority about this? 

Mr. Wriurams. Nothing more than just regular transmittal of the 
application over there so far as my files indicate. We were called over 
there, our enginers—and I was instructed by Mr. Dodds to go along, 
too—and we were in a conference with this borrower at the time the 
application was first submitted. 

I think it is by reason of the information developed by our engineers 
to the effect that they could not feasibly convert these shell-making 
machines to seamless tu ibine— it was as a result of our conversation 
over there at that time that the applicant gave up the idea of the 
shorteut and decided to go for a conventional mill with the only dif- 
ference being that the 5 asked the Government for more money. 

Instead of $5, 200.000. the »V kicked it up to $6,985,000, and it finally 

came out approved for $7,800,000; and, as I say, we still do not know 
exactly what the scope is. 

Mr. Harpy. Are you familiar with the content = the letter of 
January 15, addressed by the Secretary of the RFC to Mr. Creedon 
about this loan? l do not know whether that is she same time the 
application was transmitted to—— 

Mr. WILLiAMs. Yes, sir. That is a letter where the re port that I 
prep: ared on the basis of the agenc y’s recommendation was submitted 
to our review nadie and pass ed through for veview in the regular 

channel, and that was transmitting the application to Mr. Creedon 
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and telling him officially that so far as the RFC was concerned, it had 
determined that this subject does not qualify for a loan requested 
under existing RFC lending authority. That is the letter you have 
reference to, " ‘ 

Mr. Harpy. I think it is probably the same letter. It leaves the 
door open, but suggests that if it is essential in the interest of the 
national defense, that the terms and conditions set out in the Phila- 
delphia loan Examiner McGowen’s report, be made applicable to the 
loan, and subject to the modifications of your report, Mr. Williams, 
of January 12. 

Mr. Wituiams. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Harpy. Now, of course, you would not know what the NPA 
did to determine that this was in the interest of national defense or 
essential in the interest of national defense. Did the RFC make avail- 
able to NPA all of these examiners’ reports and recommendations ¢ 

Mr. Wittiams. Yes, sir, the original agency report and the supple- 
mental report after they changed the type of transaction that they 
were going to go for, and the engineering reports; and we also were 
over there on one or two occasions discussing the transaction with 
them. 

Mr. Harpy. With whom did you discuss it 4 

Mr. Wiutrams. At the time I was over there we discussed this case— 
as a matter of fact, it was on the invitation, I think, of Mr. Davlin 
and Mr. Harper, and we had with us Mr. McGowan and Mr. L. R. 
Waugh, our engineer who had made the personal check on the trans- 
action and had gone to the inventor of the Assel mill to determine 
whether it could be converted. 

He had also gone to the National Tube plant in Gary, Ind., and 
determined that a similar piece of equipment that had been installed 
there for some $472.000 had never operated over 24 hours. 

So we thought mainly they were not going to do so good with what 
they were proposing in this transaction. All of that was made avail- 
able to Commerce. 

Mr. Harpy. You say vou Went over at the request of whom ? 

Mr. Wittiams. Mr. Dodds instructed me to take our agency ex- 
aminer and our agency engineer and go directly over to Commerce 
to cliscuss this case with Mr. Davlin, Mr. Harper, and Creecdon. 

Mr. Harpy. Mr. Woodside, identify Mr. Davlin and Mr. Harper for 
us, please, sir. 

Mr. Woopstpr. Those ventlemen are employees of National Produe- 
tion Authority and are under Mr. Creedon, whose title, I believe, is 
Assistant Administrator. 

Mr. Harpy. Would those be the vel tlemen that would have to pass 
on this thing before it got to you! 

Mr. Woopsine. I think their names are on the certificate that we 
had here a minute ago. 

Mr. Harpy. If they okayed it, then its approval by you would be 
more or less a matter of course / 

Mr. Woopsipr. They signed it and it came to us with the signature 
of the Secretary of Commerce. 

Mr. Harpy. So you are relying on the Secretary of Commerce, 
then, not Mr. Harper or Mr. Davlin? 

Mr. Woopsipr. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Harpy. Thank you, Mr. Woodside. 
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Mr. Meaper. Mr. Williams. did you also furnish credit information 
on the principals in this company to Mr. Davlin and Mr. Harper? 

Mr. WiuutaMs. I think the only information we furnished was what 
was written out in the reports and all with reference to each of these 
gentlemen. I do not think we made any additional information avail- 
able. 

Mr. Meaprr. Did your engineer or your examiner make a study of 
the qualifications of Mr. Dowd, Mr. Charles, and Mr. Hopkins, to 
determine’ whether they had the capacity to go ahead and direct this 
plant and produce this pipe? 

Mr. Witutams. Could I answer one thing at a time? You asked me 
did we tell commerce what we knew about the individuals involved. 
Under “Comments on Management,” there are about two or three 
pages here which pretty well highlights about each one of these gentle- 
men. I think it would be considered adequate information as to all 
of them—maybe not everything that we had determined, because at 
that time I had not handled the application of another concern that 
Mr. Dowd had been connected with, and I was not aware of some of 
the information I subsequently developed. 

But you must remember that all the way through we said “No” 
to the loan, and that if we had considered making it, ‘T think we oda 
have gone even further into the management end of it. We have that 
problem to face right now, however, since it has been approved and we 
are being requested to approve their salaries. 

Mr. Casey. Mr. Williams, would you read into the record the small 
paragraph in the middle of page 11 of your Philadelphia loan agency’s 
report, which appears to be more or less a summary of your findings 
on the management ability of these principals? 

Mr. WititaMs. Is that “General Comments” there ? 

Mr. Casry. Yes, the second paragraph under “General Comments.” 

Mr. Witxr1aMs [reading]: 

The principals according to their personal histories have been associated in 
various capacities with several steel mill and pipe companies, but there is no 
satisfactory evidence that they have experience in the general management of 
such companies. 

Is that what vou have reference to? 

Mr. Casry. That is right. Did you have any knowledge of Mr. 
Kern’s participation in this process—was Kern the name, the fourth 
man brought into the picture ? 

Mr. Witttams. Kern. 

Mr. Meaper. How do you spell that? 

Mr. Witiiams. K-e-r-n. He seems to have a pretty good back- 
ground. He has been, I think, with Hudson and two or three other 
outfits and seems technically to stack up fairly well. He is supposed 
to be the production manager. 

Mr. Harpy. From what you learned about the three individuals who 
were the stockholders apparently in this corporation, did it appear 
that they had been engaged in various and sundry promotional 
activities ? 

Mr. Witt1aMs. I had met Mr. Dowd, Mr. Charles, and Mr. Hopkins. 
All I knew was what was in the record. What subsequently came out 
in connection with the application of Vulean Iron Co., it would be 
just an opinion of mine. I would think according to the record they 
had been engaged in a number of activities and some of them had 
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worked out and some of them had not. That was just a personal 
opinion. 

Mr. Harpy. You mentioned the Vulcan Iron Works. Was that one 
of Mr. Dowd’s 

Mr. Wituiams. Yes; he was formerly president of Vulcan Iron 
Works. They applied to us for a $1,000,000 loan. It was after he 
[Mr. Dowd] had left the employ of Vulcan and then the application 
was cut ium to $500,000, but we did not elect to make the loan. We 
did not like the management of it, the stock set-up, and the earnings 
record was not too good. And then there were a number of things in 
it that we were not satisfied with. 

I recommended against it and the Board went along with it. 

Mr. Harpy. Is Mr. Dowd still connected with the Vulean Iron 
Wor! ~ 

Mr. Witu1aMs. I understand not. He has resigned. He was a di 
rector for a while and then he gradually dropped out of that picture 
and is now on this Hazleton Steel & Tubing Co. 

Mr. Harpy. Do you know the name of his successor ? 

Mr. Witntams. I can get that, sir, but it just slipped my memory 
for the moment. 

Mr. Harpy. Was there a Mr. Greenberg that was associated with 
Mr. Dowd in the Vulean Iron Works ? 

Mr. WititaMms. Mr. Greenberg supposed] has a considerable stock 
interest, but it is held through, I think it is, his son-in-law. We were 
not able to run down too closely just who the controlling stock be 
longed to. 

Mr. Harpy. Is that the same Mr. Greenberg that is connected with 
the Seneca Hotel in Chicago ? 

Mr. Wrttams. I think the record so indicates. 

Mr. Harpy. Rather an interesting connection. How about the f 
nancial responsibility of the three individuals, Dowd, Charles, and 
Hopkins? 

Mr. Wittrams. They represented themselves to have, Mr. Dowd, a1 
outside net worth of $100,000; Mr. Charles, $80,000; and Mr. Hopkins, 
$80,000. But we had no information to back it up. 





We did not have any personal statements to say whether or not that 
was correct. That is the w: Ly it was represented. 

Mr. Casey. Notwiths tanding the net worth. whatever it might be, 
they had no commitments to this venture except the actual S600 that 


was represented by their capital stock ? 
Mr. Winiiams. So far as we know they were not putting any of 


the 81,000,000 in. But, as T say, it is not a transaction yet because 
the loan as approved by the cde leg: ate agency is predicated on the in- 
jection of $1,000,000 by somebody; and so far we as fiscal agent en 
not seen the money. So it is not a deal. Thev have drawn up 


type of indenture that they propose to use, ind they satay ated to us 
that five oil companies are going to advance money to then 

But we have to see the transaction before we can tell aie whether 
it W il] ever be a deal or not. 

Mr. Casey. Mr. Williams, if they do come forward with this $1,000, 
000 represented by the commitments from these five oil companies, does 
the RFC have any discretion in the matter as to whether they will go 
th ough with the loan? 


Mr. Winutams. No, sir 
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Mr. Harpy. Does the RFC have any discretion in the matter of the 
salaries of the officers / 

Mr. WituiAMs. Yes, sir. But we propose, I think in this case, to 
explore it certainly with the delegate agency because those salaries 
were listed in the application, and we stated in the report that in our 
opinion they were out of line and I do not think =e are going to okay 
them without the delegate agence vy putting it on the line. I will not. 


Mr. Casey. Is it fair to assume that in addition ¢ to the salaries they 
may have incurred some additional expenses in the promoting of this 
venture up to date? 

Mr. WILLIAMS. They have fot $7,500 listed as being ow ing to them 
on November 22. I think it is reasonable to assume that they have 
got some promotion expenses or some expense, oul ot por ket expelise, 
in working up this transaction. 

Mr. Casey. Is it fair to say that the RFC from the field examiner 
straight through to the Board of Directors considered this as a pro- 
motional venture ? 

Mr. WILLIAMS. I will not Say t] iat, but I avould Say straight ACLrOSS 
the board we did not think there was a sufficient basis to take any 
part of the loan or to reeommend a loan. 1 do not think the record 
shows we have encouraged anybody toward making any part of it. 
But as to saying it is a promotional deal, you would have to use your 
own judgment on that, sir. 

Mr. Casey. But at least the three principal stockholders of this cor- 
poration have made no personal ouaranties and have not committed 
their own personal credit to this venture in any way except the S600 
in the capital stock ¢ 

Mr. WintitaMs. To our knowledge that is true. 

Mr. Harpy. In other words, with a S600 capital stock, they will vet 
control of $7,000,000. 

Mr. WiLiiaMs. $8,800,000, apparently. 

Mr. L \NTAFF. Mr. Chairman, I do not believe we have in the record 
this examiner's report which was approved by the Board. It would 
seem to me to be pertinent in a subsequent investigation to have that 
predicate in the record showing the information that was furnished 
to the Department of Commerce. 

Mr. Harpy. Can you oe yply us with those / 

Mr. Wittiams. Yes, sir. Specifically you want copies of all reports 
submitted to the agency and all made in our shop. 

(The reports referred to follow :) 


New Loan, NSRB—DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE—LAC~—1 


JANUARY 12, 1951 
HAZLETON STEEL AND TUBING COPPORATION, HAZLETON, PA, 


Loan requested : $6,985,000. 

Participation: None. 

Purpose: Page 1 supplemental report. 

Business: Manufacture of steel and seamless steel tubing 
Maturity : 6 years. 

Availability of credit : Page 3 original report. 
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Recommendation 


Requested Percent pase Washington 
eon aoe Review Com- 
ae mittee 
Construction of plant buildings $1, 000, 000 14 ° 
Equipment ae 4, 113, 030 59 |. cna 
Installation of equipment 212, 310 03 .----|| Does not quali 
Allowance for contingencies 635, 000 09 |... fy under sec. 
Working capital 1, 024, 000 15 |.. Set 4 (a). 
Total 6, 984, 340 100 | Decline ! 


1 For reasons, see summary of agency action dated Jan. 5, 1951. 
RECOM MENDATIONS 


Assistant agency manager: Decline.’ 

Agency examiner: Decline.’ 

Additional agency examiner: Decline.’ 

Washington examiner: Does not qualify under section 4 (a). 
Collateral: Page 2 supplemental report (000 omitted) : 





| 

| Ageney 
| Estimated | Net book | Appraised li Ageney 

208 | value | value | Jauicatl 

cost | P | | value 
—_—_____—— | |} 
Now owned: Land 2 | | $100 $14 $14 

To be acquired - 
Building | $1, 000 | 1, 000 | 700 
Machinery and equipment 4, 960 : | 4, 960 2, 976 
Total aul 5, 960 100 5, 974 | 3, 690 


Appraised by: Agency Examiner McGowan. See page 3 supplemental report. 

Guarantors: None. 

Condensed balance sheet: As of November 22, 1950.—Page 4 supplemental 
report (000 omitted) : 





Nat oh oe ee ee Bh Din nncninniacansnivencsmenaents $8 
BS ; a — oh Ae ad DOU OE rc cite ei nsec cen 0 
OR i ee eS BI WE Sakina lke SOS, RNS re TA 

ONS ioe CES eee 109 | iinet) ton 0 Ae ee 109 





W. C. $1,012 after loan of $6,985. 

Earnings.—See “Future Prospects and Repayment Ability,” page 8 of original 
report. 

Vanagement.—Page 9 original report. 

Public interest —See agency’s letter dated December 28, 1950. 


RE HAzieton STEEL & TusntInG CoRPORATION, HAZLETON, PENNSYLVANIA 
RECOMMENDATION OF WASHINGTON EXAMINER WILLIAMS 


That the Delegate Agency (Department of Commerce) be advised: 
1. That the requested loan does not qualify under the provisions of section 
4 (a) of the RFC Act, as amended, for the following reasons: 


a. The loan would not accomplish the purpose for which it is intended 
because, according to our investigation and analysis, (a) the actual cost 
of the building, machinery and equipment, in our opinion, will exceed appli- 
cant’s estimate, (0) applicant has not provided sufficient working capital 
to meet the abnormal operating costs which will surely prevail while the 


+ For reasons, see summary of agency action dated January 5, 1951. 
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new facilities are being adjusted and new help is being trained, and (c) 
applicant shows no source from which to obtain such additional funds as 
may be needed. 


& b. Applicant’s estimate of net profits appears high as compared with 
; earnings of other large and well established steel and tube companies, making 
a it doubtful that the loan could be repaid in accordance with its terms. 

' c. The three principals who will also comprise the active management 


have only a nominal investment in applicant corporation. 

2. However, if the Delegate Agency determines the loan should be authorized 
under the provisions of title III, section 302, Defense Production Act of 1950, 
it is suggested the terms and conditions set forth by our Philadelphia Agency 
Examiner in his supplemental report of January 5, 1951, be made applicable 
thereto, and in addition the following: 


a 


a. Injection of equity capital of not less than $2,500,000 of which not less 
than $2,000,000 shall be expended for construction and acquisition and instal- 
lation of proposed facilities prior to first disbursement of NSRB loan. 

b. Bond in favor of RFC guaranteeing completion of building and acquisi- 
tion and installation of machinery and equipment for not more than esti- 
mated cost. 

J. F. Witu1AMs, Eraminer. 


Review Committee concurs with Washington Examiner, subject to the further 
. P conditions: 

1. Application to be made for Certificate of Necessity and any tax savings 
resulting from accelerated amortization to be applied on loan in inverse order of 
maturity. 

2. Such other conditions as Delegate Agency may impose. 

G. P. LucE, 
J. G, rey. 
H. J. HERRMANN. 


LOAN AGENCY OF THE RECONSTRUCTION FINANCE CORPORATION 


LINCOLN-LIBERTY BUILDING 
Philadelphia 7, Pa 


Howard—Chief—Business Loan Branch—Office of Loans—RFC—December 28 
1950 


’ 


In re: Hazleton Steel & Tubing Corporation, Hazleton, Pa. Loan Application 
No. NSRB-2. 

In reply to your letter of December 27, 1950, it is suggested that the captioned 
application for a loan of $5,200,000 is in the public interest for the reasons sub- 
mitted herewith. 

Public interest.—If the requested loan were feasible with respect to all credit 
factors involved, its approval would be in the public interest because it would 
be the means of establishing a new industrial enterprise that would furnish 
employment to approximately 500 men, in an area which has an excess of labor 
and a chronically high record of unemployment. Furthermore, if applicant can 
make any substantial increase in the country’s production of steel and tubing, it 
will aid in overcoming the cirtical shortage of these items which now exists and 
which threatens to become more acute as the national-defense program gets 
into full swing. 

B. J. KELLEY, Vanager. 


RECONSTRUCTION FINANCE CORPORATION 
OFFICE OF LOANS 
ENGINEERING REPoRT ON NSRB LOAN APPLICATION 
Applicant: Hazleton Steel & Tubing Corporation, Hazelton, Pa. 
Susiness: Manufacture of seamless steel tubing. 


Loan applied for: $6,985,000. 
Maturity requested : 6 years. 
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Date of Original Application: Nov, 22, 1950. 
Date of Amended Application: Dee, 29, 1950 
Philadelphia Agency No NSRB-2 


Washington Office No.: NSRB-12 # 
Date of Agency Original Report: Dee. 19, 1950 
Date of Agence Supplemental Rpt.: Jan. 5, 1951. 


Date of this Report: Jan. 9, 1951. 

Description of project.—The proposed construction and equipment of a plant 
for the electric-furnace production, principally from scrap of steel and the 
fabrication therefrom of 120,000 tons per year of seamless steel tubing. 

Estimated cost.—See Agency Supplemental Report, page 1, for brief summary 
estimate and page 3 for estimated cost of equipment. 

Time to complete.—Applicant has indicated informally that the project can be 
completed and in operation in 8 to 12 months’ time. However, no definite or 
detailed plans or schedules have been submitted and we consider this estimate 
exceedingly optimistic. 

Public interest The NSRB has certified the project as necessary in the 
interest of national defense and we understand has issued applicant a Necessity 
Certificate for part or all of the estimated cost of construction. 

It is within the jurisdiction of National Production Authority and NSRB to 
determine which projects are necessary to increase production for national 
defense, but it appears there is one feature of the project which should be men- 
tioned in this connection. 

rhe project will be primarily dependent upon scrap, and to a lesser extent upon 
pig iron. The supply of scrap is already very tight and undoubtedly will be 
tighter. With the steel industry expanding under the present program and with 
both scrap and pig iron in short supply, this project may not be able to operate 
at nearly its capacity unless it takes scrap and pig iron from other plants, thereby 
restricting their output. : 

Barnings.—The applicant has not furnished any reasonably complete or de 
tailed estimate of production cost, transportation cost, general administration 
and selling cost, sales prices or estimated earnings. It has, however, furnished 
a brief estimate of manufacturing costs as shown on page 4 of the Agency’s 
Criginal Engineering Report dated December 20, 1950. This indicates that on 
the basis of present day mill prices, tubing might be sold for $144 per ton or 
slightly less and estimates there would be a profit of $2,400,000 annually at the 
rate of $20 per ton. However, we consider the applicant’s estimate of $96 per 
ton manufacturing cost is much too low and applicant’s representatives have 
verbally informed us that the production cost under the amended application 
would be increased. We have made no attempt to accurately estimate what the 
manufacturing or other costs involved would be, because the cost of electrie 
power is unknown, the applicant has not furnished sufficient detailed informa 
tion regarding the equipment or production methods, and we do not believe that 
sufficient equipment has been provided to successfully produce 120,000 tons of 
seamless tubing per year. The project will suffer from unfavorable transporta- 
tion costs since it is planned to sell most of the tubing for use in distant oil fields 
Its cost in general will presumably be higher than those of competitors, since 
it is an entirely new project and of relatively small capacity. Accordingly, even 
under the present condition of shortage of seamless tubing, we doubt whether 
there would be more than $10 per ton gross profit prior to depreciation, Federal 
taxes and debt service, and it appears more than merely questionable whether 
this project could survive under more nearly normal competitive conditions. 

Collateral offered.—See Agency report, page 2. We concur in the Agency’s 
figures for the cost, net book value and appraised value but believe the liqui- 
dating value given is considerably too high. We consider that if it could be dis- 
posed of as a going concern, the project could be sold at the Agency’s liqui- 
dating value figure or perhaps somewhat more. However, should it be necessary 
for the Government to take over the project because it could not operate at a 
profit, we believe it would be necessary to dismantle and dispose of the project 
on a piecemeal basis, and under those circumstances we do not believe that the 
project would bring more than $1,500,000 or, possibly, $2,000,000 

Vanagement.—See Agency original report, pages 9, 10, and 11, including the 
first two paragraphs under “General Comments,” on page 11, and Agency Supple- 
mental Report, all except the first two paragraphs under “General Comments” on 
pages 5 and 6 

In this connection, we call attention to the last paragraph of page 6 of the 
Agency report with respect to salaries of the three officers aggregating $90,000 
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au year, which have been uceruing since October 1, 1950 We cousider salaries 
of this amount greatly out of line for a company of this size and particularly in 
view of the fact that the company is entirely new, has practically no assets and 
except for the land which was donated, the applicant will make no contribution 
whatsoever toward the project or the cost of its operation. We seriously question 
whether the newly orgznized Applicant Corporation, consisting only of three 
officers, either has or will be able to obtain such qualified technical or operating 
personnel as will be required to satisfactorily construct or operate this project. 

Comments.—The plant is to be located near Hazleton, Pa., apparently because 
in this area sufficient electric power can be obtained and it is reported there is 
at present sufficient labor and housing. However, under normal conditions, we 
would not consider this location suitable for a new steel mill since it is far dis- 
tant from the area where most of its production will be used and it will have 
to compete with steel mills not only on the east coast but also in Pittsburgh 
and the Great Lakes area. The cost of transportation to the Texas oil fields, 
where most of the production is expected to be used, is reported to be about 
$28 per ton by rail and about $11 or $12 per ton by rail to Philadelphia and 
by water to the Gulf ports. 

See the Agency Supplemental Report, the last two paragraphs on page 2, for a 
description of the land and buildings. The area of the plant site is considered 
quite small. Although additional land is said to be available, its extent and 
cost are unknown. 

The applicant has not employed any well known engineering firm to study 
and report on the project. A brief engineering report has been submitted by 
the engineering company headed by James H. Hopkins, who is one of the three 
officers comprising the applicant corporation. This report is very general in na- 
ture, giving practically no information as to the sizes, capacities, or suitability 
of the proposed building and equipment. 

The original application depended primarily upon the use of one piercing 
machine and either one or two Assel mills to manufacture the seamless tubing. 
Upon serious question being raised as to whether the Assel mills could be sue- 
cessfully adapted to the production of commercial lengths and dimensions of 
seamless tubing, the applicant submitted a brief letter amending its applica- 
tion, eliminating the Assel mills and substituting therefor seamless tube equip- 
ment of standard conventional design comprising one piercing mill, one plug 
mill, one elongator, two reelers, and one sizing mill, and increasing the appli- 
cation for funds about $1,785,000 to take care of the increased cost of this 
equipment and provide for contingencies It appears that subsequently the 
applicant verbally advised the Agency of an additional amendment substituting 
a new and more costly blooming mill since the proposed used blooming mill was 
no longer available and providing for most of the increased cost of the new 
mill by reducing the size and “stands” of its proposed reducing mill 

Although this is not made clear by the application or the Hopkins engineer- 
ing report, we were advised that it was expected the electric furnaces would 
produce 150,000 tons of ingots per year from which SO percent of this amount, 
or 120,000 tons of finished seamless tubing would be produced and sold. We do 
not consider that the two 30 ton MNT electric furnaces can be depended upon 
to produce 150,000 tons of ingots and furthermore believe that about 160,000 
tons of ingots will be required to produce 120,000 tons of tubing 

It is stated that the applicant is planning to produce 5-inch round billets in a 
single blooming mill, reducing these from ingots of about 21 inches square 
cross section which will be poured from the electric furnaces. We do not con- 
sider that this can be successfully done without installing an additional round 
or billet mill. We understand that satisfactory 5-inch round billets can be pro- 
duced in a single mill provided special smaller size ingots are poured from the 
electric furnaces. However, this might require a larger rotary hearth furnace. 

We consider it will be necessary to install certain additional equipment, not 
provided for in the application, such as scrap baling and handling machines to 
obtain at or near the normal capacity of the electric furnaces. Furthermore, we 
concur in the views expressed by the Agency’s engineer at the bottom of page 9 
and at the top of page 10 of the Agency’s Supplemental Report, dated January 
4, 1951, that the amount of funds requested will not be sufficient for the con- 
struction of a satisfactory plant. However, we are inclined to believe that if the 
nroject is approved, the cost of constrneting a satisfactory plant alone, execlud- 
ing working capital. will be bei ween 510,000,000 and $12,000,000 
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Conclusions.—The applicant has apparently done little preliminary work such 
as having an engineering study made covering the plant or equipment re- 
quirements of a project of this nature, the cost of production, market, and sell- 
ing price. Transportation cost and location are unfavorable for the production 
of seamless tubing which is to be used primarily in the distant Texas or other 
oil fields. The project depends primarily upon obtaining scrap and, to a lesser 
extent, upon the purchase of pig iron. The tightening scrap market and prob- 
able future shortage of both scrap and pig iron may make it hard for this plant 
to operate at or anywhere near capaicty. 

Although the applicant has not submitted sufficient information for us to make 
any reliable estimate of the probable profit, we consider that with satisfactory 
management a plant such as that proposed located in the Hazleton area, might 
enjoy a fair or good profit due to the probable shortage and high price of steel 
during the next few years, and considering the savings in taxes which would re 
sult from permitting amortization of all or most of the plant cost over a 5-yeas 
period. However, with questionable management which apparently can not 
provide any funds either for the construction or operation of the plant and 
would thus have no “stake” in its success, the results might well be much less 
favorable 

We consider it doubtful whether under present conditions and with present 
prices, a satisfactory plant could be constructed for less than $9,000,000. With 
rising prices and material shortages, we believe it more likely that a satisfac- 
tory plant would cost between $10,000,000 and $12,000,000. 

A. W. GREELY, Engineer, Office of Loans. 

Concurred in: 

R. E. Burton, Chief Engineer, Office of Loans. 


SUMMARY OF AGENCY ACTION 


RECONSTRUCTION FINANCE CORPORATION 


PHILADELPHIA AGENCY 


Agency No: NSRB-2. 
Date of Examiner’s Report: December 19, 1950. 


lpplicant Hazleton Steel & Tubing Corporation, Hazleton, Pennsylvania. 

Loan applied for.—$5,200,000. 

hraminer’s recommendation.—Ageney Examiner recommended that loan be 
Declined for the following reasons: 

1. The loan would not accomplish the purposes for which it is intended be- 
cause, according to our investigation and analysis, (a) the actual cost of the 
building, machinery and equipment, in our opinion, will exceed applicant's esti- 
mate thereof by approximately $1,000,000, (b) applicant has not provided suffi- 
cient working capital to meet the abnormal operating costs which will surely pre- 
vail while the new facilities are being adjusted and new help is being trained, and 
(c) applicant shows no source from which to obtain such additional funds 
as may be needed, 

2. Applicant's estimate of net profits appears high as compared with earnings 
of other large and well-established steel and tube companies, making it doubtful 
that the loan could be repaid in accordance with its terms. 

4. The three principals who will also comprise the active management have 
only a nominal investment in applicant corporation. 

igency Review Committee's recommendation.—Agency Review Committee de- 
clined the loan for reasons set forth in Examiner’s report of December 19, 1950. 

tdvisory Committee’s recommendation Not submitted to Advisory Com- 
mittee 

fyency Manager's recommendation.—Agency Manager concurs in the decline 


recommendation of Agency Examiner and Agency Review Committee. 


BERNARD J. KELLEY, Manager. 
Date: December 20, 1950. 
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RFC ExAMINeEr’s REPORT ON APPLICATION FOR DEFENSE PRODUCTION LOAN 
PHILADELPHIA LOAN AGENCY 


Delegate Agency Docket No. LAC-1. 

Agency Number: N.S. R. B.-2. 

Date of application: November 22, 1950 

Date application filed: December 5, 1950. 

Date of report: December 19, 1950. 

Established: Chartered September 15, 1950, a Delaware corporation 


Applicant.—Hazleton Steel & Tubing Corporation, Hazleton, Pennsylvania. 
Business.—Manufacture of steel and seamless steel tubing. 

Loan applied for.—$5,200,000. 

Maturity requested.—6 years. 


Purpose Requested Recommended 
Construction of plant buildings including utilities and fixed installa $1, 000, 000 
tions, 
Equipment 2, 963, 030 
Installation of equipment 212,310 | )Not recommended. 
Working capital 1, 024, 660 
Total 5. 200.000 |) 


COMMENTS ON PURPOSE 


A. Working capital.—Applicant allots $1,024,660 of loan proceeds for working 
capital and states that it will provide for the purchase of two months’ supply of 
scrap iron and pig iron broken down as follows: 


16,000 tons scrap iron at estimated cost of $45 a ton $720, 000 
4,000 tons pig iron at estimated cost of $50 a ton____-__-_-- ananassae ew 
>.) Pee eee aes 920, 000 


This would leave only $104,660 for the purchase of other materials, for the 
abnormal operating expenses incurred by a new enterprise and for the normal 
expenses which must be paid before applicant begins to receive remittances 
for goods shipped. The undersigned expressed the opinion that considerably 
more working capital would be needed but applicant claims that it will be 
supplied by advance payments from customers of 25 percent or more with orders, 
stating that such advances are customary in the industry. Furthermore, goods 
are shipped sight draft with bill-of-lading attached, so that there should be a 
rapid turn-over of accounts receivable. 

B. Construction and plant facilities —In order to avoid the necessity of using 
critical materials needed in the national defense program, applicant has in 
spected numerous buildings presently out of use and available for purchase. 
It has located one suitable for its purpose which can be acquired at a com 
paratively low price. It is located in New York State and is owned by the 
Crucible Steel Company. If the purchase of this property is consummated, 
the building will be dismantled, transported to Hazleton and re-erected on 
applicant’s land. In this way substantially all the structural steel for walls 
and roof trusses and several overhead traveling cranes needed in the proposed 
plant will be obtained. Of course, new concrete foundations must be laid for 
the buildings and for machine placements. The building has a main floor area 
of 139,786 square feet and a balcony floor area of 27,890 square feet or a total 
of 167,676 square feet. Applicant proposes to build two additions, one SO feet 
by 160 feet for use as the charging bay for the melt shop, the other 65 feet by 
75 feet to house the rotary hearth furnace. In the opinion of the undersigned 
this would give applicant sufficient plant space for the production of the contem 
plated volume of steel and pipe. 

Applicant claims that it has located considerable used equipment on which 
it obtained tentative purchase prices, and has secured reasonable assurance of 
prompt deliveries on substantially all equipment that will be purchased new 
Applicant thinks it has made a careful estimate of all costs but since it cannot 
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make firm commitments until its financing is assured, it does not have firm 


prices hids 
in the opinion of the undersigned it has not allocated sufficient funds to allow 
ntingencies, such as price advances, unforeseen delays, the usual dif 
ficult ic nceurred in getting a new plant into satisfactory production, particu 
lar het irge, complicated and untried equipment is involved and where the 


breaking in of hexpel enced help is ne essary. 


CREDIT RATING 


\ Dun & Bradstreet report dated December 14, 1950, states that the subject 
corporation maintains representation at the office of Root, Ballantine, Harlan, 
Bushby & Palmer, attorneys, on the 10th floor of premises 21 Nassau Street, 
Ne York City It is still in its formative stages. The names of the officers 
and their personal histories are substantially the same in the Dun & Bradstreet 


report given in this report under the caption “Comments on Management.” 
ACKGROUND 
S According to a recent report of Standard & Poor’s Corp., an investment 


service, steel production in 1950 may approximate 97,000,000 ingot tons which 
would be a gain of 24 percent over the year 1949. The output of electric furnace 


steel is estimated to show an increase of about 52 percent Electric furnace steel 
is rel vely more expensive than open heart furnace steel but permits more 
exact control and is now used to produce bulk of high grade alloy 

ste prospects through early 1951 are decidedly favorable regardless of war 
or peace developments, military needs virtually guaranteeing near capacity 


production for some time ahead 

In order that production of its end product will not be interrupted by a sear 
city of steel, applicant proposes to make its own steel ingots. It claims that the 
Bethlehem Steel Company has promised to supply its pig iron requirements and 
it anticipates that a satisfactory supply of scrap will be obtainable from the area 
n which the plant will be located 

Pip Phe Op de product is seamless steel tubing for use in the oil 
elds but applicant claims that with only slight changes in equipment the follow 
ng could also be produced: (1) aircraft alloy tubing, (2) tank tread tubing, (3) 
rocket tubing, (4) air frame tubing, (5) recoilless gun tubes, and (6) morta 
shell casings and mortar tubings 


Demand \ report dated September 26, 1950, prepared by the National Petro 
leum Council on Petroleum Industry Steel Requirements, states that the average 
estimate of the 1951 daily consumption of oil is 7,100,000 which compares with 
£3TO.000 barre 1941, or an inerease of 62 percent during the ten-vear period 


A co! nual expansion of facilities, beyond any past levels is therefore necessary. 


ands, new reserves must be de 





If p ctive ipacity is to keep pace with det 





elo] nd the report estimates that oil and gas exploration will require 42,200 


wells in 1950 and 43,400 wells in 1951. 


The report covers all phases of the petroleum industry with respect to its 
demat on steel for tankers, barges, tank cars and trucks as well as for pipe 
From the statistics submitted, however, it is evident that the industry has been 
experiencing considerable difficulty in filling its pipe requirements 

\1 ticle in the issue of October 26, 1950, of the Oil & Gas Journal reports 
on a meeting of more than 200 Texas independent operators where major in 
dustry problems were discussed, chief of which was tubular goods supply. To 
e] i te tl black market in oil-field pipe, directors of the Texas Independent 
Producers and Royalty Owners Association called on the Government for an 
i\dditional 500,000 tons of steel annually Six oil men admitted at the meeting 
that they had been paying black market prices for pipe since the outbreak of the 
Korean wat Two others said they could not get pipe at any price 

Sales distribution The principal customers will be the large oil Companies. 


Plant facilities.—DBased on the data submitted by applicant, it appears that its 
plant will be suitably located and that its facilities will be adequate. 


EFFORTS MADE TO OBTAIN THE REQUESTED LOAN FROM OTHER SOURCES 


Applicant states that credit was refused by Marine Midland Trust Company, 
New York City, Bank of the Manhattan Company, New York City, and Hazleton 
National Bank, Hazleton, Pa., all three banks giving as the reason for their de- 
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cline that applicant is a newly organized corporation with l capitaliza- 
tion and is not a good commercial banking risk. 

Applicant cannot qualify for a loan under section 4 (a) of the RFC Act for 
several reasons, but particularly beqiuse of insufficient collateral and the very 
great disproportion between total debt (after loan) and net worth. 


BANK PARTICIPATION 


None. 
EMPLOYMENT 


(a) At present the only employees are the three officers as the corporation was 
only recently formed and operations have not started 
(b) If loan application is approved, it would result in the employment of about 
' 100 men in the construction of the plant buildings and the installation of ma- 
chinery and equipment. 


' (c) When actual operations begin, it is estimated that about 500 men will be 
; employed with plant operating three eight-hour shifts. They will very probably 
' be members of the United Steel Workers’ Union. 
j s Hazleton is in Luzerne County, about 27 miles from Wilkes-Barre. This see 
' tion has long been designated a critical employment are Any new industry 
that will give employment to 500 men would have a very favorable effect on the 
economy of the surrounding community. 
. COLLATERAL OFFI 
Mortgage or mortgages constituting first liens on all of applicant’s land, build- 
5 ngs, machinery and equipment now owned and to be acquired out of the proceeds 
| of the requested loan. The values are 
| ? ( t . 
' 
| 
] | \ : g 850 
Bu ’ "h) 
Macl { 204 
| { { 2, 619, 054 


APPRAISED BY 


Based on the general location of the land, about two miles south of Hazleton, 
it is the opinion of the undersigned that its market value would not exceed $500 
an acre and accordingly the 27.7 acres are given an appraised and liquidating 
value of $13,850. 








As the building has not been erected, its values can only be based on the gen- 
eral description and floor area furnished by applicant. As the latter's estimated 
cost figure of $1,000,000 seems conservative for a building with over 175,000 
square feet of floor area, the undersigned gives it an appraised value of $1,000,- 
000 and a liquidating value of $700,000. 
Machinery and equipment likewise can only be given values based on apy 
cant’s descriptions and estimated cost figures. About 40 percent of the mac ‘ 
° and equipment will be used and the rest will be new. Ageney Engineer W: 
checked with the manufacturers of the more expensi items and receives 
formation which indicates that applicant’s figures are much too low. He was 
also informed that the market price of these items is rising rapid] Neverthe 
less, the undersigned uses applicant’s figure as the appraised value and assigns 
a liquidating value of 60 percent of appraised value 

These liquidating figures are based on piecemeal liquidation but the goir on 
cern value should be much greater. 

Applicant states, “The conservative value of this mill as an operating unit 
could be estimated at approximately $18,000,000 on the basis of an annual pro- 
duction of 120,000 tons. Mr. Charles R. Hook, chairman of Armco Steel Corpora- 
tion, estimates that the cost of building an integrated steel plant today is between 
$250 and $300 per ton capacity.” 





; 
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COMMENTS ON COLLATERAL 


Land.—Contains approximately 27.7 acres and applicant’s title includes the 
mineral rights. “It is in an anthracite coal area but it is reported that this par- 
ticular tract has never been mined. It is situated on or close to Route 29, which 
is the road from Wilkes-Barre to McAdoo in Hazle Township, Luzerne County, 
Pa., on the outskirts of Hazleton and adjacent to the Lehigh Valley Railroad, 
The land was donated to applicant by the Hazleton Industrial Fund but appli- 
cant has given it a book value of $100,000, which it claims is based on opinions 
of the president of the Hazleton National Bank and other prominent local citizens 
and on sales of other industrial sites in that vicinity. 

Building.—The building which applicant is considering purchasing is owned 
by Crucible Steel Corp. and is located somewhere in New York State. It has 
been written down on the owner’s books to $317,000 and applicant is hopeful of 
purchasing it at that price. This would leave $683,000 of loan proceeds to cover 
the cost of dismantling, transporting, and re-erecting the building and the pro- 
posed additions (applicant allocates $1,000,000 of loan proceeds for building). 
The building is 650 feet long, 250 feet wide, and has a height from floor to 
roof trusses of 42.6 feet. It has a floor area of 139,786 square feet on the 
main floor and 27,890 square feet on the balcony. The proposed additions will 
be SO feet by 160 feet and 65 feet by 75 feet. 


Machinery and equipment 





A pplicant’s 
Description Proposed source estimated 
cost 
S »v i Local fabrication $98 000 
2M._N.17 furna Pittsburgh Lectromelt Furnace Co 18, 120 
f ) Local fabrication 20, 000 
Ele 18.00) ) National Carbon Co 8, OOK 
.] Whiting Corp 20, 000 
at) | tn Vulean Mold & Tron &. 000 
R Harbison-Walker Co 5. 000 
AT | it Local fabrication 25, 000 
Me id Whiting Cory 20), 000 
Soak pit Salem Engineering Co 275. 000 
inont at : rhe Guide Co 25. 000 
1 « a Pauling & Harmischfeger . 40. 000 
1} l i ta Rotary Electric Steel Co 140, 000 
Cut-off equ ent Che Guide Co 25, 000 
Woe rv t t rhe Guide (¢ 62, 000 
1 Rot } th furna Salem Engineering Co 150, 000 
1 | L. W. Nash Co 125. 000 
\ litioned The L. W. Nash Co 3100, 000 
\Toy equ ent Che Guide Co 25. 000 
MI ire Republie Steel Corp 30. 000 
Che Medart Co 50, 000 
schir Che Staments Co 80, 000 
l { tio he Staments Co 60, 000 
H 1 | ment The Guide Co 20), OOO 
i i facilit Fairbanks-Morse Co 25. 000 
l tt yu en Miscellaneous 80, 000 
Re Ti I juipment and accessorte Local fabrication 348 ATO 
I 1 ichine tools, lathes, miller Various machine too] manufacturers 120, 000 
( plane haper 
1 distributing equiy General Electr Co. or Westinghouse 200. 000 
Lot ) juipment lrucks, diesel locorn Various manufacturer 210, 340 
r lol in 
Fu t nt ] eeds & Northror 90, 000 
Insta 212, 310 


3, 176, 340 


Because of the circumstances, namely that the undersigned has nothing on 
which to base values but the list and applicant’s estimate of costs, no attempt 
was made to assign appraisal or liquidating values to the individual items, 


GUARANTIES 
None. The three principals are not willing to guarantee the loan. This is 


understandable in view of their only nominal investment as compared with the 
size of the loan. 
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BALANCE SHEET 


Applicant’s balance sheet as of November 22, 1950, and a pro forma statement 
are as follows: 


N 29 5A D ( I I 
ASSETS 
1. Cash SOK $104. 660 $105. 260 
2. Inventory ( 120, OOK 920, 000 
Total current assets 600 25, 260 
3. Land 100, 000 100. 000 
4. Buildings 0 1, 000, 000 1.000. 000 
5. Machinery and equipment 0 4 4( 3 17 10 
Total fixed assets 100, 000 4. 275. 340 
6. Development costs- - 8, 000 g2 O00 0 
Total assets 108, 600 300, 600 
LIABILITIES 

RFC—payable within 1 year 0 0 
7. Due officers—accrued salaries 7, 500 13, 000 
Total current liabilities 7, 500 5, 50K 13. 000 
8. RFC—due after 1 year 0 5. 200, OO 5, 200, 000 
Common stock 6K 600 
A ppraisal surplus 100, 000 13, 000 87. 000 
Earned surplus 0K i 0 
9. Total capital account 101. 100 27 enn 

otal liabilities i net wort! 8, 60K 2 ‘ 00 ), 6 


CONTINGENT LIABILITIES 


None stated by applicant but it would be liable for whatever amount the actual 
cost of the plant and equipment exceeds applicant’s estimated costs In the 
opinion of the undersigned, this excess amount might be quite substantial, 
possibly as much as $1,000,000 


B : After ] 
Working capital 
Current assets s $600 $1. 025, 260 
Current liabilities 7. 500 13. 000 
Working capital 6,900 R l », 260 
Financial ratios Pe t 
Fixed assets to net worth 1, SOK 
Total debt to net wort! J 150. 9 


COMMENTS ON BALANCE SHEET ITEMS 


1. Cash.—lIn the pro forma cash balance is increased $104,660 out of proceeds 
of the loan. 

2. Inventory.—In the pro forma inventory is shown as having a book value of 
$920,000. This is based on applicant's allocation of that amount of the loan 
proceeds for the purchase of a two months’ supply of pig iron and scrap consist 
ing of 4,000 tons of pig iron at $50 a ton, total $200,000, and 16,000 tons of scrap 
iron at $45 a ton, total $720,000. 


3. Land.—This is the site of the proposed plant It is said to contain 27.7 
acres and was given to applicant by the Hazleton Industri Fund \pplicant 


gives it a book value of $100,000 
4. Building—tThis is carried on the pro forma at $1,000,000 which is the 
amount applicant allocates for investment in building As yet this amount is 


83530—51——_8 
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pplicant not sure of what lilding it w iequire oO 
“ cost to dismantle, transport to Hazleton, Pa., and reerect there 
\] pli it pect ia available building, oO" ocated n New York State 
a f neial position to negotiate its purchase there is no guar 
ding will remain available, 
ce] nd equipment.—The pro forma shows this asset at a book value 
if $3.17 1) hic] the amount applicant allocates for its purchase and in- 
However, the figures are estimated and are said to be bused on 
price \ ted anufacturers (where new equipment is to be purchased ) and 
} eEXSe whel where used equipment is to be purchased) See the detailed 
‘ Comments on Collateral.” There is no guaranty that the previously 
‘ | t i { prevail when applicant is ready to place firm orders or 
} on ent will be nilable 
( ) ( This is an inta ble asset and accordingly is eliminated in 
D of Application states that no salaries have been paid as yet but 
s offic I e been accrued from October 1, 1950, at the aggregate 
0,000 a ve On that basis the accrual as of November 22, 1950 (date 
nee she ould be $13,000 and, accordingly, the amount shown in the 
] l ed > 00 over the amount shown in the November 22, 1950, 
f rhe ] forma show he REC k outstanding t] umount 
f W).00 of which is shown as a noncurren ibilitv because o repay 
pal is conten ed prior to March 15, 1952. The pr 
n e distribute n the p 1 is follow 
Adde ( sh balance $104, 660 
Purchase ¢« nventor 920), OOO 
Bu 1. 000. OOO 


\I I ery and et Wm { 2 175. 340 


| } >, POO. OOO 
Cal itstaund consists of 600 shares of co 
peat ( Sloa hore SHOU 
Sur] shown by applicant as $100,500 which is made up of applicant 
giving the d, which was acquired at no cost, a book value ol LOU, OOO 
\ t liffers e between the book value of development cost 
SS,00 crued aries of officers shown as $7,500 Ky 
l wort s shown on | ince eet of Ne 22, 1950) LOL, 100 
e ! 
lit ‘ nine os nas SS. O00 
I Is ay ih) 
1 AOD 
N nh pre ‘ 87, 600 
( NANCI DITION 
Phe \ ed ca al is o 600 and even if the appraisal value given to the 
f 100,000, is allowed to remain, there is still a ridiculous disparity 
debt I Ihe worth, which makes it extremely doubtful that applic init 
ve even under exceptionally favorable conditions 
Work pital appears Sat sfactory but only beenuse no part of the re 
quested loa hown as a current liability It must be pointed out that even 
pplic t can get the plant in operation by August 1951, which the unde: 
signed c ders improbable, it will have no income prior to that date, while the 
present cash balance will be depleted through the payment of many expenses 
which are bound to arise. Salaries of officers will total $90,000 by September 30, 
1951, d applicant plans to place several of its key men on the payroll, at 


Salaries ranging from $7,500 to $15,000 a year, several months before the plant 
gets into operation By the time operations start, the first three principal pay- 

ents on the loan totaling $675,000 and accrued interest of over $100,000 will 
become current liabilities. This would reduce working capital to about $200,000 
which would certainly be inadequate to conduct a business with sales of over 
S16.000.000 a year. 
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Furthermore, it is the opinion of M Wauch, the Age engineer and the 
undersigned, that the Ost of th mnpleted Will exceed icant s estimates 
by at least a million dollars agd that for several months r it is completed 
the plant will operate 1 10ss while he usu h if n just 
ments are being made 

\ NINGS 
Not applicable as applicant corporation was only re formed a 
yet operated 
\ Sis ~ ~ 
Not applicable 
RE PROSPI AND I \ 
Applicant estimates pi ts at $2,400,000 annually he basis of sales 120, 


000 tons of Seamless steel tubing with profits of $20 a ton 





It has been issued a Certificate of Necessity pursuant to section 124 a) ol 
the Internal Revenue Code which will permit it to ce ciate its plant and equip 
ment (cost value $4,275,340) at the rate of $855,068 This amount, together 
with an additional $144,932 from profits after taxes, would cover the pu pal 


payments of $1,000,000 a year on the requested loan. 


\pplicant figures its costs as follows 





Steel ingots—based on average price of $40 a ton for scrap—per t S56. 00 
slooming costs for tube rounds or billets, per te LO. OO 
Rolling billets to tubing and finishing, pe: ! 0. OO 
Total cost of seamless tubing, ready for s 9 96. OO 
Anticipated selling price, per tor 140. OO 
Estimated gross margin of profit, per ton $4. OO 

In order to reach applicant’s estimated a pro n of finished pipe 
the plant would have to operate at 100 percent of rated capaci 24 hours day 
and 25 days a month. The undersigned does | eve such a rate o c 
tion can be attained even after the mill has become thoroughly seasoned and 
inquestionably, it cannot be reached for sev ionths after neratio first 
start The experience of others in connection tl stal ons of this type 
is that numerous adjustments to machine and equipment at ( before 
the entire plant will work smoothly as nit 1 proximate S the tical 
capacity production 

Applicant plans to concentrate I live I f | »and tu g 
principally 5144 inch diamet S Lims tl emand f t] size 
as fe vears exceeded the supply. 

Attached to the applic e photos 1 f m seve g 
oil ¢ panies hich indicat hat se companies ed i | nt 
illotting them a substantial tor oe | ont Of pipe ] ( f S15 ft S20 
1 on (bec To ad rol electr He STe¢ ve ] e pre I t 
time of shipment on regular mill pipe such as furnished 1 Pube 
pany or Youngstown Sheet and Tube Company of the 1 nd specifications 
Pipe to comply with API specifications 

While these letters are not firm orders, they do indicate a tenti: irket for 
a large percentage of applicant’s antic pated production 

rhe companies from whom such letters were received and the montl 
ments requested, are as follows: 

tllotment tonnage requested 
5 7 
Sinclair Refining Company 1, 000 
Shell Oil Company 1, 200-1, 500 
Cities Service Oil Company S00-1, 000 
Humble Oil & Refining Company 1, 200-1, 500 
Stanolind Oil and Gas Company 800-1, O00 


ACCOUNTS AND AUDITS 


Not applicable at this time but it is anticipated that in due time an adequate 
system of bookkeeping and record keeping will be established. Applicant plans 
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to employ a Wharton School graduate who is a certified public accountant, on 
a full time basis as comptroller. 


Management 


Insurance 


Annual ila Outside 
Name Age Title compen- held: | net 7 ae a, 
sation worth faissan poh 
applicant 
Benjamin 8. Dowd 55 | President and treasurer $40, 000 300 | $100, 000 None 
Martin G. Charles 57 | Vice president and secretary 25, 000 150 | 80, 000 None 
James H. Hopkins 48 | Vice president 25, 000 150 80, 000 None 
Directors. The officers, 
j j 
| Preferred Common Par 
Tot 
None 1,000 | $1.00 share. 
None 600 





COMMENTS ON MANAGEMENT 


Benjamin S. Dowd was born at Hyde Park, Mass., on February 18, 1895. He 
is married, has seven children and maintains two residences, one at 12 Canter- 
bury Road, Rockville Centre, Long Island, and the other on Thornhedge Road, 
Bellport, Long Island. 

He graduated from Yale College in 1918 and from Fordham Law School in 
1923. He was an officer in Field Artillery, U. S. Regular Army, June 1917, re- 
signed as Captain, March 1921. He was in the investment banking business 
from 1923 to 1939, during part of which period he was a partner of Gruntel & Co., 
15 Broad Street, New York City. He was Vice President of Vulean Iron Works, 
Wilkes-Barre, Pa., from 1941 to 1945, and President from 1946 to June 1950. He 
was President of Wilkes-Barre Carriage Works, Wilkes-Barre, Pa., from 1941 
to 1945, and of West Pittston Iron Works, West Pittston, Pa., during the same 
period. For a period of 10 months in 1940-1941 he was President of Empire 
Ordnance Corporation and continued as a Director until 1948. Is presently a 
Vice President and Director of American Steel of Cuba and a Director of Penn- 
sylvania Manufacturers Association. 

The foregoing history is substantially a copy of the personal history of Mr. 
Dowd which is attached to the subject application. An individual report was 
ordered from Dun & Bradstreet but has not been received. However, the Dun & 
Bradstreet report of December 14, 1950, on applicant corporation contains a 
history of Mr. Dowd which is almost the same, word for word. The Dun & 
sradstreet investigator obtained the information for the report from Applicant’s 
attorneys in New York City and apparently was shown copies of the personal 
history of each of the officers as submitted with the loan application. 

A Dun & Bradstreet report dated January 16, 1948, on Vulean Iron Works, 
Wilkes-Barre, Pa. (Agency application No. LBE—2069), gives the personal history 
of Frank Cohen, a native of New York City, and lists a great many corporations 
with which he was connected and in which, in most cases, he was the dominating 
figure \ great many of those corporations had unfavorable financial records, 
ending in bankruptcy or receivership. The reason for referring to Cohen in 
this report is that Banjamin S. Dowd has been an officer and/or director in 
several of the corporations owned or controlled by Frank Cohen and his asso- 
ciates. A few of these were: 

Empire Ordnance Corporation, President-Director 
Ordnance Instrument Corporation, Officer 
Radiant Heater Corporation, President-Director 
Wilkes-Barre Carriage Works, President 

West Pittston Tron Works, President 

Vulean Iron Works, President-Director 

American Steel of Cuba, President-Director 
Pennsylvania Manufacturers Association, Director 








Z 
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Mr. Dowd states that at present his only business interests outside of Applicant 
are as President and Director of American Steel of Cuba and as Director of 
Pennsylvania Manufacturers Association and that his activity therein is confined 
to attending directors’ meetings. 

Martin G. Charles was bom in Brooklyn, N. Y., in 1893, is married, has three 
children and resides at 41 Meade Avenue, Babylon, Long Island, N. Y. He studied 
Civil Engineering at Princeton University, and was a First Lieutenant in the 
U.S. Army during World War I. He was in the employ of P. 3°. Charles Engineer- 
ing Corp. from 1919 to 1982 and from 1924 was Sales Manager and was associated 
with power plant construction and maintenance power generation and hydraulie 
engineering, machine shop, forge, and foundry practice 

From 1932 to 1940 he was Vice President of Metropolitan Air Conditioning Co., 
representing General Electric Co. and Westinghouse Electric & Mfg. Co. succes- 
sively in metropolitan New York. From 1940 to 1944 he was with Grumann 
Aircraft Engineering Corp., Beth Page, Long Island, as Chief Procurement Repre- 
sentative, Washington, D. C.. with U. S. Navy and W. P. B. and at Dayton, 
Ohio, with the Aircraft Scheduling Unit. Was employed by Continental Forge 
& Steel Corp., Brooklyn, N. Y., from 1944 to 1946 and was Vice President of Oil 
Field Supply Corp., New York, N. Y., from 1946 to 1950. 

A Dun & Bradstreet individual report dated December 14, 1950, on Martin G. 
Charles states that he has resided at the address given above, with his wife and 
three children since 1946. Previously resided at 200 Little E. Neck Road, Babylon. 
On December 12 the Dun & Bradstreet investigator talked to Mrs. Charles in the 
absence of Mr. Charles and was told that the home is valued at $30,000 and is 
held free and clear of mortgage. She stated that Mr. Charles also owns: a 
three-story, seven family house at 214 Little E. Neck Road, Babylon, Long Island 
with market value of $35,000, subject to a mortgage of $17,000 with monthly 
rental income of $500; a property on Meade Avenue, Babylon, Long Island, 
valued at $10,000 held free and clear with monthly rental income of $75.00; 
two lots in Babylon valued at $6,000 held free and clear; and a 1941 Plymouth 
automobile. 

The report states he is a graduate of Princeton University, class of 1919, he 
Was a partner with his brother in a steel tubing business at l‘orty-second Street, 
New York City from 1945 to 1949 and he is now Secretary and Treasurer of 
Hazleton Steel & Tubing Corporation, with which company h« has been connected 
since May 1950. (According to loan application, Charles is Vice President and 
Secretary of Applicant Corporation. ) 

James H. Hopkins was born at Alliance, Ohio in 1902, is married, has two 
children and resides on South Park Avenue, Alliance, Ohio. He graduated from 
Massachusetts Institute of Technology in 1927 as a Mechanical Engineer. 

He furnishes a record of his technical experience as follows: 

In the capacity of Engineer and Operator from 1930 to date, has supervised 
and participated in the operation of many steel and allied plants, a few of which 
follow: 

1. The engineering, sale and development of the Assel tube method of making 
closed and ordnance projectiles. 

2. Engaged in the engineering and development of the Fretz-Moon tube plants 
at the following companies: 

Page-Hersey Tube Co., Welland, Ontario 

Bethlehem Steel Co., Sparrows Point, Md. 

Youngstown Sheet & Tube Co., Youngstown, Ohio, and Indiana Harbor, Ind. 
Republic Steel Corp., Youngstown, Ohio. 

Wheeling Steel Corp., Wheeling, W. Va. 

3. Engineered furnace and billet handling equipment for seamless mills at 
the National Tube Co., Pittsburgh, Pa., Timken Steel & Tube Co., Canton and 
Wooster, Ohio. 

4. Served on Metallurgy Advisory Board for Ordnance in World War IT 

5. Consulted on and engineered ordnance and steel making plants in the last 
ten years, a few of which follow: 

Empire Ordnance Corp., Philadelphia, Pa. 
Sorell Industries, Ltd., Sorell, Quebec, Canada 
Atlas Steels, Ltd., Welland, Ontario 
Adirondack Steel Foundries, Watervliet, N. Y. 
Hinderleiter Tool Co., Tulsa, Okla. 
Babcock-Wilcox Steel Co., Beaver Falls, Pa. 
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Albion Malleable Iron ¢ , Albion, Mich, 
Cameron Iron Works, Houston, Texas 

lexas Electric Steel Casting Co., Houston, Texas 
Washington Steel Corporation, Washington, Pa. 

6. Current work involves the Washington Steel Corporation, Salem Engineer- 
ing Co., Hazleton Steel Corporation and other mincr companies. 

In response to a request for an individual report on James H. Hopkins, we have 
received a Dun & Bradstreet report dated December 15, 1950, on James H. Hop- 
kins Co., Alliance, Ohio. The report states that James H. Hopkins is the sole 
owner of James H. Hopkins Co. which is engaged in industrial engineering and 


designing. His income from the business is estimated as approximately $10,000 
He has a good reputation and is reportedly living within his income. Local sup- 
plic report him as being prompt in the retirement of obligations 


An estimated statement of January 24, 1950, submitted verbally by the owner's 
associates and other local sources consulted, shows: 


Assets: 
Cash ees ee eee stale Seed 4 * S20, OOO 
Real estate al aa a a ee ee ae -. S, OOO 
Furniture and fixtures_----- re 6, OOO 
Total assets ant oS ie, 34, 000 
Liabilities = ‘ x None 
Net worth 5 34, 000 


GENERAL COMMENTS 


Applicant is a newly formed corporation that proposes to erect and equip a 
plant for the manufacture of steel and oil field pipe and tubing. Although, ac 
cording to applicant’s own estimates, the plant will cost over $4,000,000 and over 
$1.000,000 will be needed for working capital. There will be no equity capital 
invested in the venture. Needless to say, it would be impossible for the principals 
to obtain 100 percent financing through any normal lending channel. Even if, 
because of national defense requirements, the requested loan should be granted, 
in the opinion of the undersigned, the prospects for applicant surviving under such 
a capital structure are very poor. 

The principals, according to their personal histories, have been associated in 
Various capacities with several steel and/or pipe companies but there is no satis 
factory evidence that they have experience in the general management of such 
col panies, 

Applicant plans to acquire and install two Assel type mills and either use one 
as a piercing mill and one for rolling pipe or use both for rolling pipe. The patent 
rights for the Asse! mill is owned by the Timken Roller Bearing Co. To date they 
have licensed only one other company to use this mill, namely the National Tube 
Company. The latter Company installed one of these machines in its plant at 
Gary, Indiana, about a year ago but it advises our engineer that they have only 
operated it a few hours and that their experience with it for the making of pipe 
has been very unsatisfactory. Our engineer also visited the plant of The Timken 
Steel & Tube Co., subsidiary of The Timken Roller Bearing Co., at Wooster, 
Ohio, where he inspected and discussed the Assel mill with Mr. Assel, their Chief 
Engineer, and the inventor of the machine. Mr. Assel states this mill was not 
developed for the primary purpose of making pipe and is not so used by Timken 
as it has only limited value for the manufacture of pipe. 

\ complete report by Mr. Waugh, Agency engineer, is appended to this report. 

Based on information obtained in the preparation of this report, the under- 
signed is convinced that establishment of the proposed plant will cost con 
siderably more than applicant has estimated and that after operations start 
it may take a year or more before applicant has perfected its processes for 
making both steel and tubing that will meet specifications. As applicant is 
wholly dependent on borrowed funds, if this original request for a loan of 
$5,200,000 is approved, it will unquestionably be forced to come back for an 
additional loan, and even then it apparently will have installed machinery and 
equipment that is not practical for manufacturing seamless tubing on a compe 


titive basis 











~~ 
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Agency examiner recommends that the request for a loan of $5,200,000 unde 
section 302 of the Defense Production Act of 1950 be declined for the following 
reasons: 

1. The loan would not accomplish the purposes for whic t ntended because 
according to our investigation and analysis, (a) the actual cost of the building, 
machinery and equipment ,in our opinion, will exceed app! nt’s estimate thereof 


by approximately $1,000,000 (b) applicant has not 
capital to meet the abnormal operating costs which v sure prevail while 
the new facilities are being adjusted and new help is being trained, and (¢) 
applicant shows no source from which to obtain su idition funds as may 
be needed 


provided sufficient working 





> 


2. Applicant’s estimate of net profits appears high as compared with earnings 
of other large and well established steel and tube companies, making it doubtful 
that the loan could be repaid in accordance with its te 

3. The three principals who will also comprise the active Management have 
only a nominal investment in applicant corporation 


Harry J. McGowan, Loan E.ramine 





SUGGESTED LOAN CONDITIONS 


Should the requested loan be approved, it is reé mended that the same ix 
authorized to be disbursed pursuant to authority contained in section 3Q2 
of the Defense Production Act of 1950, upon compliance with the requirements 
and definitions contained in 
(a) The regulations of NSRB, and 
(b) REC Closing Schedule LBE-2, as modified by the aforementioned Reg 
ulations of NSRB and to the extent deemed appropriate by Agency Manage 
using the following forms: 
(1) Note on REC Form 3881 


(2) Loan Agreement on RFC Form 297 inserting the figure $10.00 as 
soverning annual rate of colmpensation 
and on the following terms and conditions: 
lL. Amount.—S5,200,000 
2. Interest.—Interest at the rate of 5 percent per annu the first payment to 


be made December 15, 1951, and subsequent payments to be made quarterly 
thereafter. 
3. Principal payable.—(a) Principal payments to be made as follows: 





On Mareh 15, 1952 $100, 000 
On June 15, 1952 250. 000 
On September 15, 1952 325, 000 
On December 15, 1952 325, 000 
And thereafter quarterly payments of 250, 000 


(b) Loan to mature December 15, 1956 

4. Collateral—Mortgage constituting a first lien on land, buildings, ma 
chinery and equipment comprising applicant’s plant now owned and to be ac 
quired all as described in this report under “Comments on Collateral.” 

(b) After Acquired Property Agreement. 

5. Use of proceeds.—For the acquisition and erection of the building referred 
to in condition No. 4 hereof, approximately $1,000,000 

® (b) For the acquisition and installation of the machinery and equipment 

referred to in Condition No. 4 hereof, approximately $3,175.340 

(c) Balance of loan proceeds for working capital 

6. Compensation.—Loan Agreement to limit the annual salary of officers 
follows: 





Benjamin 8. Dowd President ar easu $40, 000 
Martin G. Charles Vice president etary 25, OOF 
James H. Hopkins \ 


ce pre lent 25, CMM 


7. Statements.—Wriitten Agreement of Borrower that, at its own expense and 
until the loan is fully repaid, Borrower will keep proper books of account and 
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will submit, in duplicate, such periodic reports of its financial condition and 
operations as the REC may require, and will cause all such audits and appraisals 
to be made as the RFC may prescribe. Until advised by the RFC of any change 
in its requirements, Borrower will submit to the RFC, within 30 days after the 
end of each quarterly period, Balance Sheets and Operating Statements as of 
the end of such period, prepared from Borrower's books and verified in Borrow- 
‘rs name by an authorized official of Borrower, and within 60 days after the 
close of each fiscal year, Borrower will submit a comprehensive report of an 
audit of Borrower's books, accounts, and records made by an independent certi- 
fied public accountant, such publie accountant and the scope of the audit to be 
satisfactory to RFC. 

S. Munagement agreement. 

% Title insurance Prior to the first disbursement there shall be furnished: 
A written Agreement of a title insurance company satisfactory to Agency Man- 
ager to issue its policy of title insurance, insuring the interest of RFC as first 
mortgagee of a good and marketable title in the full amount of the first disburse- 
ment, such policy to contain only such exceptions and objections as Agency 
Manager and Agency Office Counsel are willing to permit but to contain no ex- 
ceptions by reason of mechanics’ or materialmen’s liens, filed or unfiled, and prior 
to each subsequent disbursement the Agreement shall be extended to cover the 
same on the same conditions, 

LO. Disbursement.—The Loan shall be disbursed on the budget plan upon de- 
termination of Agency Manager of need for the same, it being now contemplated, 
however, that disbursements will be made as follows: 

(a) A first disbursement of $2,000,000 upon the hypothetication of presently 
owned land and compliance with all other pertinent conditions hereof, 

(b) A second disbursement of $2,000,000 on or about Mareh 81, 1951. 

(c) A final disbursement of $1,200,000 on or about May 31, 1951, provided that 
the building referred to in condition No. 4 hereof is substantially completed and 
further provided that before the second and subsequent disbursements are made, 
Applicant shall account to the satisfaction of Agency Manager for the amounts 
previously disbursed. 


Harry J. McGowan, Loan Examiner. 


PHILADELPHIA LOAN AGENCY 


HAZLETON STEEL AND TUBING CORPORATION 
HAZLETON, PENNA, 
LAC-1 DECEMBER 20, 1950. 
I,NGINEERING REPORT ON APPLICATION FOR STEEL MILI 


] Purpose 
The pu pose of this present report w ill be to give an engineering opinion on the 
following matters: 
1. Adequacy of the costs in the estimates in the Application. 
2. Adequacy of the Working Capital. 
3. Adequacy of the Assel Mill which is the key machine in the process, 
t, Estimate of production of the plant. 
5. Estimate of operating costs. 


II. Description of process 


This plant is desired to produce oil well tubing, 514’’ outside diameter and 
17 pounds to the foot. The applicant states that other sizes of pipe could be 
made but the applicant believes that it can obtain a market for the full pro- 
duction of the plant from this one size of pipe alone. The applicant has letters 
from a half dozen oil companies which indicate that this might be correct. It 
would, of course, be cheaper to have to make only one size of pipe and one grade, 

There are 2 or 3 unusual features about this plan. The first is that the 
melting is done by 2 30-ton electric furnaces. Most steel mills use open-hearth 
furnaces which are cheaper to operate. Generally speaking, however, electric 


furnaces produce a better grade of steel. The applicant thinks that it will be 
possible on account of electric furnace grade of steel to collect $15 to $20 a ton 
premium over the usual oil well piping. The letters mentioned, seem to show 
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that this might be true, although the final test would be in the placing of firm 
orders. 

The aj picant states that the electric furnaces will be charged with 80% 
scrap and 20% pig. The ingots (16’’ diameter x 62’’ long) which come from 
the electric furnaces, will be taken to 3 13’ diameter soaking pits where the 
temperature will be maintained until the blooming mill is ready to handle 
them. In this way heat will be retained and not lost. The blooming mill is a 
30’’ machine and will bloom the ingots down to about 8’’ x 8’ square, in- 
creasing the length, of course. 

The blooms will be taken to a rotary hearth furnace where they will be kept 
warm until the Assel mill is ready to take them. The blooms will be pierced 
and then rolled out to the proper sized diameter pipe. 

After the pipes are made, they will lie on a cooling bed and then will be 
earried to another bed where they will be chamfered and threaded. In the 
succeeding step, the pipes are inspected and couplings placed on them, There 
is a coupling on one end and a thread protector on the other. The next step 
brings hydraulic testing and then stenciling. After this the pipe is piled in 
storage to await shipment on cars. 

The above, then, is a brief outline of the manufacturing process as submitted 
by the applicant, and as appears on the applicant’s drawings. 

III. The Assel mill 

Since this mill is comparatively unknown in the pipe making industry and 
since the success of this plant depends on it, it was thought advisable for the 
writer to see one of these mills in operation. He, therefore, visited the Na- 
tional Tube Plant in Gary, Indiana, and the Timken Roller Bearing Plants in 
Wooster, Ohio, and Canton, Ohio. 

At the Gary plant the writer talked to Mr. L. J. Mason, Vice President, and 
Mr. J. M. Jayeox, Chief Engineer. There is an Assel mill there. It has been 
installed for one year but has rarely been used. The reason given was that the 
Assel mill is not good for sizes over 4’’ nor is it good for thin-walled tubing, 
under %’’ approximately. Another disadvantage of the Assel mill that would 
apply to oil well tubing, is that it could not make the long lengths (28’ to 32’) 
used in the oil fields. Mr. Jaycox stated that the Assel mill could not manufac- 
ture 514"’ O. D. oil well casing. 

The plant at Gary makes seamless tubing and also electric welded tubing in 
sizes from %4’’ to 8%’’ O. D. The stock is purchased from the outside in 
round bars. The sizes run from about 5 ft. long x 5’’ diameter down to much 
smaller sizes. They do no melting at this plant. They do not make threaded 
pipe. Oil well tubing has to be threaded. Mr. Jaycox furthermore stated and 
emphasized that the “breaking in period” of a seamless tube mill was a minimum 
of 18 months according to his experience. 

Next the writer visited the Timken Steel and Tube Division of the Timken 
Roller Bearing Co. at Wooster, Ohio. Mr. W. J. Assel is Chief Engineer and the 
inventor of the Assel mill. There is one Assel mill operating in the plant at 
Wooster. The only other Assel mill in this country is in the plant at Gary and 
mentioned previously. It is strange that only one steel company in the U. S. 
outside of the licensor company has one of these machines, even though this 
machine was patented in 1936. This indicates that the machine is only good 
for producing a certain type of tubing such as small diameter, thick wall tubing 
which is useful where a fabricator does not want to bore out the centre of a 
round piece of steel. This has a particular application to roller bearings, hollow 
shafting, gears, tank treads, ete. Mr. Assel, the inventor, gave the writer this in- 
formation just mentioned. 

The plant at Wooster was operating. They have a large rotary furnace to 
heat the bars. The heated bars are pierced by a Mannesmann piercer and then 
run through the Assel mill. The maximum diameter tubing made here is 3%&@’’ 
and the minimum 1%’’. The maximum production of this plant ever attained 
was 5,200 tons per month with three shifts working 6 days per week. Mr. Assel 
confirmed the writer’s prior impression that the Assel mill was not suitable for 
51%4”’ oil well tubing. He said the mill just could not compete for that type of 
work. 

The writer next visited the Timken plant at Canton, Ohio, since he was right 
there. This plant makes seamless tubing of all sizes up to 101%4’’. It uses only 
alloy steel. This plant also makes the same kind of tubing as the Wooster plant 
does in addition to its other sizes. It is peculiar that this plant does not use 
Assel mills to make the small sizes if the Assel mill is cheaper or better. The 
plant is owned by the same company as the Wooster plant and could use Assel 
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mills if it wanted to. However, the plant makes this tubing in the conventional 
manne 

The plant at Canton has 6 electric furnaces and 3 open-hearth furnaces. 
They consider the electric furnaces all right for producing ingots to be used jin 
seamless tubing. 
Ty The electric furnaces 

rhe 2 electric furnaces are rated at 30 tons each, The applicant figures on 
getting S charges per day out of each furnace which would give a production 
of 480 tons per day. The applicant needs a production of 500 tons per day in 
order to reach a yearly production of 120,000 tons. In steel plants upon which we 


already have loans, they are not getting over 6 charges per day. Presumably, 
those steel companies are getting all out of their furnaces possible. The writer 
ontacted the manufacturer of these same furnaces that the applicant proposes to 
buy, and the manufacturer recommended only 6 charges per day. It, therefore, 
seems that the capacity of the furnaces is not 500 tons per day but around 360 
tons. Figuring this out on a yearly basis would give a production of 72,000 tons 


nstead of 120,000 
V. Bar ”? ill 

In the description of the process, mentioned previously, in Section II, and also 
as shown on the applicant’s drawing A-2181, the blooms pass directly from the 
blooming mill to the rotary hearth furnace and then to the Assel mills. There 
is not intermediate step such as a bar mill to roll the blooms into round billets. 
Assel mills can only operate with round billits in the neighborhood of 5 inches in 
diameter or less, and about 5 feet long. Furthermore, the list of equipment sub- 
mitted by the applicant does not include a bar mill. Therefore, if the Assel mills 
were practicable for the type of production desired, it would be necessary to add 
one bar mill to the plant. This might cost three or four hundred thousand dollars 
installed, together with its tables, motor, controls, etc. 


VI. Land 


land consists of 2 


27.9 acres plus 6% to 7 acres additional that could be 
acquired at a later date. This land has been deeded free of cost to the applicant 
by the Hazleton Industrial Fund. 

The location is 144 miles south of the city of Hazleton, off Highway No. 29. 
It is in Hazle Township, Luzerne County. The land, therefore, has cost nothing 
but does have considerable value. 

There are no coal mine workings under the property. There is, however, 
probably coal, although the depth is not known. The applicant states that it has 
all mineral rights in the deed. 





VII. Comments on estimate 
The funds applied for in this application are as follows: 


Building slate a cals sok __. $1, 000, 000 


Equipment ae = hota Ea te ee 2, 963, 030 
Installation . ‘ tinea siiaalie aise iaeieat ace : 212, 310 
Working capital = Ee Ai ae ao 1, 024, 660 

otal ee gk a pao ee ; 5, 200, 000 


he cost of the building is very uncertain at the present time. The applicant 
has lined up a second-hand building up in New York State, which it is considering 
purchasing. There is as yet not firm commitment to purchase. The applicant 
did not inform the RFC as to what the building is going to cost if purchased. The 
building apparently has sufficient floor space and could be utilized. In view of 
the state of information on the building, the writer considers that the estimated 

st of $1,000,000 is approximately correct. This sum of money would probably 
include enough to purchase 2 additional cranes that would be needed if this build- 
ing were acquired. 

If this building is purchased, there will be room in the same for all of the 
manufacturing equipment plus the machine shop, laboratory, pipe storage, and 
office. The applicant maintains that it will not be necessary to erect any housing 
for employees in spite of the fact that the applicant will be bringing in key 
employees from the outside. 

Regarding the machinery and installation, the cost is undoubtedly low. For 
example, the applicant has a cost of $300,000 for 2 Assel mills and accessories. 
These 2 mills were stated by the applicant to be larger than the mill in the Na- 
tional Tube plant at Gary, Indiana. The cost of the Assel mill in that plant was 
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$472,000—for one mill only. The Jaycox stated that if he had to put that Assel 
mill in today, it would cost 20% more than he paid before 

Then there is the cost of the bar mill. It would be $300,000 to $400,000. The 
applicant has placed a cost of $200,000 for the electrical equipment. This is 
probably half enough. The cost of the electric furnaces is low. The installation 
cost of $212,510 is somewhere around half enough. 

The working capital isc low, and it would take another million and a half 
dollars to furnish working capital until the applicant passed through the 
“breaking in period”. However, since the Assel mills are believed to be unsuitable 
for producing the kind of pipe the applicant desires. a detailed revision of the 
applicant’s estimate will not be made 


VIII. Estimated production cost of pipe per tor 


Ihe following is the Applicant’s estimate of the cost per ton of producing pipe 


The applicant’s estimate is based on a production of 120,000 tons per year. How- 
ever, the applicant’s maximum melt is going to be 72,000 tons per year so that 
the cost per ton would be correspondingly increased rhe writer has made no 


estimate of the cost of production per ton on account of the fact that the Assel 


mill is considered unsuitable for this kind of pipe 


{pplicant’s estimate 


Scrap steel and pigs $40 
Labor, power, fuel, maintenance, et ; 16 
Blooming mill cost LO 
Assel mill cost: Chamfering, threading, testing, storing and shipping oo 
Office and overhead 0 
Bar mill 0 

Total ; s 96 


LX. Market for this tupe of pipe 


rom conversation with representatives of the oil companies in Philade phia, 
it is apparent that oil-well tubing and casing is extremely tight at the present 
time. Anyone that has this pipe can sell it. in general, oil wells prefer seam 


less pipe but they will accept welded pipe if it meets the API specifications, 
The 514” tubing is a size which is very common in the oil fields and would have a 
good market. The oil company representatives contacted, state that they doubt 
electric furnace steel would bring any premium. The representatives contacted 
were those of the Sun Oil Company and the Atlantie Refining Company, in Phila- 
delphia. 

Regarding the selling price of 51%4’’ seamless tubing. right now the price is 
$122 a short ton. The selling price is advancing rapidly at this time, but of 
course, the production costs will also advance to keep pace 
\ NSumniary, 

1. The melting capacity is 72,000 tons per year and not 120,000 tons 

2. Assel mills have never made this type of tubing and are not suitable for it 
in the opinion of the steel executives interviewed In other words, it might be 
found necessary to put in a conventional type of plant to make the 5%4”’ well 
tubing. 

3. There would need to be a bar mill in addition to the equipment listed to 
make the blooms into round bars suitable for the Assel mill 

4. The cost of this plant might be $3,000,000 more than estimated by applicant. 

5. The “breaking in period” in a steel tubing plant, is a minimum of 18 months. 

LESTER R. WaAuGH, Enginee 

Mr. Witutams. Mr. Chairman, I will ask you if we have supplied 
you with everything vou have in mind. Maybe when we started off 
you did not think we were telling you all the details. 

Mr. Harpy. I would like on that, Mr. Williams, for us to get to- 
gether here with Mr. Casey after we adjourn and see what else we may 
need from you people. 

I would like also, Mr. Woodside, to have a few words with you before 
we go, So we can sort of line up for tomorrow morning’s session. 

We will adjourn now to convene at 10 tomorrow morning. 

(Thereupon, at 4:35 p. m., the subcommittee adjourned until Tues- 
day morning, 10 a. m., March 20, 1951.) 





INQUIRY INTO THE POLICIES, PROCEDURE, AND PRO- 
GRAM INVOLVING GRANTING OF CERTIFICATES OF 
NECESSITY AND DEFENSE LOANS 


TUESDAY, MARCH 20, 1951 


House or RepresENTATIVES, 
SUBCOMMITTEE ON GOVERNMENT OPERATIONS 
OF THE COMMITTEE ON EXPENDITURES 
IN THE Executive DeparTMENTS, 
Washington, D.C. 

The subcommittee met, pursuant to adjournment, at 10:10 a. m., 
in room 445, Old House Office Building, Representative Porter Hardy, 
Jr., presiding. 

Present: Representatives Hardy (presiding), Bolling, Shelley, 
Lantaff, Riehlman, Bender, and Meader. 

Also present: Ralph E. Casey, chief counsel for the subcommittee. 

Mr. Harpy. Let the subcommittee come to order. 

Mr. Fleischmann, we are glad to have you here this morning. If you 
will come up, we will be grateful to you. 

Mr. Fleischmann, yesterday we had Mr. Howse from ODM and 
General Harrison from NDA outline for us the responsibilities of 
their two organizations and the part which they play in connection 
both with the issuance of certificates of necessity and the granting of 
loans under the Defense Production Act. 

We would be grateful to you if you would fill in this picture so that 
we can get the NPA’s position : and the area of responsibility it fulfills 
in connection with these various programs. 


STATEMENT OF MANLEY FLEISCHMANN, ADMINISTRATOR, 
NATIONAL PRODUCTION AUTHORITY 


Mr. FierscHMAnn. Let me describe it this way. In the case of both 
loans and amortization, the ultimate legal authority remains in Mr. 
Harrison as Administrator of the Defense Production Administration. 
That was delegated to him by Executive order of the President. 

The Defense Production Administration has made a further delega- 
tion of responsibility to various agencies of the Government, including 
the Commerce Department and NPA, which is within the Commerce 
Department. That authority, in both cases, is to recommend loans 
and amortization certificates, and the procedure which I will describe, 
in order to illustrate how it works, is this: Let me say amortization 

certificate requests are filed with the Defense Production Administra- 
tion just as formerly filed with the NSRB at the time it had this 
delegation of responsibility. They are given a number for clerical 
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reference and then they are distributed to the various agencies which 
have primary responsibility with respect to that commodity. 

For example, a machine tool item would be sent to us at NPA or a 
refinery matter would be sent to the Interior Department and so on. 

When the matter arrives at the National Production Authority, we 
have internally as well, a control under Mr. Creedon, who is the head 
of the Facilities Bureau and who is here today. He is the one within 
our shop who has the final authority for making these recommenda- 
tions to DPA. 

Mr. Creedon n turn. distributes the certificates and loan applica 
tions to the di nt industry divisions. We are organized like the 
Wat Produ tle Board along commodity lines. If it is a machine 
tool Operation, It voes to oul Machine ‘Tool Div ISion. 

The function of the Industry Division is to make a study of the com- 
modity involved. We felt that the only sound way to administer this 
responsibility was to take an over-all look at the supply and demand 
picture with respect to the particular commodity involved. 

Let me take steel for an ¢ xample . We had many, many steel ap pli- 
cations for amortization. If we had just approved those or disap 
proved those as they came in, we would have wound up with a per 
fectly unbalanced picture. Instead we had our Industrial Division 
make an over-all study of the demand, the present supply and the 
expanslol that seemed to be indicated as being hecessary, So that some 
day in the not too distant future, we would have a balanced supply and 
aemanad picture, 
he Industry Division makes a report on the over-all industry 

tation, on supply and demand, and also makes a recommendation 
thata particular facility should Ol should not be « N Pare t A l basis 
of that report, Mr. Creedon in the Facilities Bureau assumes the re 
spol ibili ty ¢ f recomme nding allowance or disallowance either of the 
loan or of the amortization certificate in the case of an amortization 
certificate. He fixes the suggested percentage for the certificate and 
that then is transmitted to the Defense Production Administration. 


I have omitted one step in th e procedure that is used in particular 
eases or is when the item is substanti ally a niines item, when 
thre stification for the amortization certificat te is that the nee? 


cadet end product ; then, we require from the military a flat state 
ment that this particular facility Must repo gs in order to pro- 


duce the item 11 \ os needed and : t the time needed, bee ause 
it is our policy, it has been our policy ican: a start, not to encourage 
expansion sia existing facilities would take care of the production. 


That is an outline of the procedure and the way in which we 
operate. Our policy is laid down for us by the Defense Production 
Administration. 

The first policy on that subject was promulgated by the NSRB, 
which has since been adopted by the Defense Production Adminis- 
tration, but we follow, generally speaking, what DPA sets out for us. 

Mr. Harpy. Right on that point, the policy adopted by NSRB was 
presumably adopted some time last fall ? 

Mr. 'LeiscHMann. Yes, sir, 

Mr. Harpy. Is that the policy that is currently being followed ? 

Mr. FiriscuMann. That policy was embodied in a regulation pro- 
mulgated by NSRB. That has been expanded and developed into 
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a broader statement of policy, which I think you have on file, but, 
if you have not, I will furnish a copy which General Harrison sent 
around to the various agencies, including our own agency. 

Mr. Harpy. I would like to explore that just a little bit. We had a 
statement of policy yesterday by Mr. Howse from ODM. I wonder 
if that is the statement of policy which you refer to as having been 
sent around by General Harrison. 

Mr. FLeIscHMANN. No. sir. General Harrison has sent one around. 
If you don’t have it, I think we have copies here. If not, we can 
furnish it. 

Mr. Harpy. But that is not the statement of pane referred to by 
Mr. Howse yesterday. Are you familiar with the policy statement 
he outlined to the committee yesterday ? 

Mr. FuriscumMann. I assume that is Defense Mobilization Board 
Document No. 3 of February 14, 1951. 

Mr. Harpy. I haven’t any way of knowing what the document is, 
but the date is the same. 

Mr. FieiscuMann. That is the same number. 

Mr. Harpy. Was that an official document? How did it come to 
your attention / 

Mr. FierscHMANnN. I presume it is an official document. It was 
never transmitted officially to me. I will tell you how I heard about it. 

Mr. Harpy. We would be interested in knowing. 

Mr. FLetscuMann. i was discussing a particular financial problem 
with General Clay about 3 weeks ago and Mr. Howse, whom I had not 
met before, was in the meeting. He made some observation about 
something that I had said being contrary to the ODM policy, and I 
said, “Well, I have not seen any such policy vy. 

He gave it to me, and that was the first time I h: id seen it. 

Mr. Harpy. He presented you with a copy of it and you had not 
seen it before? That is not the policy to which you eine as having 
been sent out by Mr. Harrison? 

Mr. Ky EISCHMANN, ‘| he re is not] Wn g contradic tory betw een the two 
policies, but it is not the policy to whic +h T referred. 

Mr. Harpy. In other words, you have been following the policy 
promulgated by Mr. Harrison prior to February 14; is that right? 

Mr. FierscuMann. That isn’t quite right. The Harrison policy was 
distributed to us who had to operate under it after February 14. In 
fact, it was distributed about 10 days ago. Previously we had been 
operating under the general principles laid down in the NSRB regu- 
lations. 

Mr. Harpy. I am sorry Mr. Woodside is not here. That is con- 
trary to what he has been doing. Tam t ‘ving to figure out how things 
work over there. He testified yesterday he was operating under the 
policies adopted by NSRB last fall and was unaware of the existence 
of any subsequently approved policies. 

Mr. FietscHMann. I think I can describe the whole thing and the 
time sequence that it followed. 

The NSRB originally had the obligation of certifying both loans 
and amortizations. That was under the original set- up. They pro- 
mulgated regulations which have policy considerations in them, and 
those we saw at the eartiest possible date, and those we operated under. 
We are continuing to operate under them because the present poli- 
cies are only an expansion of those regulations. 











122 CERTIFICATES OF NECESSITY AND DEFENSE LOANS 

There was developed in the NSRB, when Woodside was over there, 
a working document of a more complete nature, developing the prin- 
ciples of those regulations, and that is the document to which I refer 
as having been promulgated about 10 days ago by Mr. Harrison. 

In other words, Woodside presented, as I think was his duty, this 
working document to Mr. eetieon and said, in effect, “Here is an 
expansion of the NSRB policies that we have been following and 
I suggest, if you approve these general rules, that you promulgate 
them to the agencies.” ‘That was done about 10 days ago. 

Mr. Harpy. What sort of policies did you operate under prior 
to that? 

Mr. FieiscuMann. We were operating under the regulations of 
NSRB. 

Mr. Harpy. Insofar as you know, the policies allegedly approved 
by ODM on February 14 have never been, in fact, the basis for action 
and decision ? 

Mr. FietscHmMann. There is only this: This ODM document in its 
form is a recommendation to General Harrison that he himself adopt 
policies along that line. I don’t know whether you have seen that 
document, 

Mr. Harpy. No; I haven’t seen that. I am delighted to have this. 
I note this is marked “restricted.” Is it permissible to release it as 
of now? 

Mr. FierscHMann. I see no reason why not. 

Mr. Harpy. I see no reason why not, either. I see no reason why 

lot of stuff marked “restricted” should be so classified. 

Mr. FietscHmMann. I didn’t mark it “restricted,” but somebody else 
did. I don’t know whether I have the legal authority to release it. 

Mr. Harpy. We will release it anyway. I do not think it is particu- 
larly pertinent. 

The top sheet apparently is a transmittal letter. 

Mr. FLerscuMann. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Harpy. Of Defense Mobilization Board Document 3. This 
is the copy that was given to you by Mr. Howse? 

Mr. FretscumMann. It has quite a history. As I told you, I never 
heard of this document until I was talking to General Clay and Mr. 
Howse. I said that I would go back to see . whether we got acopy. I 
found we did not. Then I tried to find out whether there was a copy at 
General Harrison’s office. General Harrison was away at the time, I 
should say. No one over there knew about it. So we called up Howse 
and asked him to send me a copy. He sent mea copy and I had copies 
run off, because I thought it was a document of considerable interest, 
and I distributed it to our people. 

Mr. Harpy. It seems unusual that you got a copy of it some time ago 
and Mr. Woodside in General Harrison’s office had not heard about it 
until vesterday, except he said he did hear some references to it. 

Mr. FLeiscHMann. I sent it to General Harrison. 

Mr. Harpy. Presumably, General Harrison should have had it by 
virtue of being a member of the Defense Mobilization Board. 

Mr. FierscHmMann. I checked one other thing. General Harrison 
was ill for a brief period, and he was not present at this particular 
meeting where this document was part of the minutes. 

Mr. Harpy. I am glad to get that cleared up. The trouble would 
seem to be that, in view of the fact that he was not present at the meet- 
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ing, unless he sent a representative, the document may not have ever 
been sent directly to him. 

Do you know whether or not this statement of policy, the 11 points 
enumerated in this Document 3, forms a basis for the policies which 
you mentioned awhile ago as having been sent out by General Harrison 
about 19 days ago? 

Mr. i*LeIscHMANN. Let me say this, Mr. Hardy, and I do not know 
this specifically on this. I do not believe that document was specifi- 

sally used as the basis for the preparation of General Harrison’s 
policy. Of course, I have compared the two because I have to be 
governed by them, and I do not find anything inconsistent in them. 

I do not have any great difficulty. 

Mr. Harpy. That is a fortunate circumstance, then, that they do not 
conflict. 

Any questions about this? 

Mr. Benper. What relation does Mr. Fleischmann have with this? 

Mr. Fierscumann. I am the Administrator of the National Pro- 
duction Authority. 

Mr. Benper. I mean in connection with this particular transaction, 

Mr. Harpy. We are not discussing any particular transaction right 
now. Wearetrying to get the broad picture. 

Mr. Benver. I know who you are. 

Mr. Lanvrarr. Do all the services go through the NPA? Are they 
the subagencies, so to speak ? 

Mr. FietscHMann. By the services, what do you mean é 

Mr. Lanvarr. I mean the Armed Forces. 

Mr. FieiscHMann. Only on commodities over which we have juris- 
diction. In other words, if the question was asked for the amortiza- 
tion of a refinery, that would have been referred to the Interior 
Department, to the Defense Petroleum Administration, and they 
would have made direct contact with the Munitions Board themselves 
and we would never have heard of such an operation. 

Mr. Lanrarr. For example, if someone wants to build an airplane 
assembly line, and the Air Forces want it built and they enter into 
a contract with these individuals, would that come through you for the 
certificate ? 

Mr. FietscuMann. For the amortization; yes, sir. 

Mr. Lantarr. And for the loan approval ? 

Mr. FietiscHumMann. If they wanted a loan out of Defense Production 
Act funds. As you know, the services have some other method of 
financing of their own. If it was recommended for a loan out of 
Defense Production Act funds, it would come through us. 

Mr. Harpy. Right on that point, if the gentlemen will permit, then 
all direct loans from section 302 and section 303, regardless of the 
agencies involved, would have to come through NPA; is that right? 

Mr. FLEIscHMANN. No,sir. (¢ nly with respect to those commodities 
over which we have jurisdiction. Let me explain what that is. It is 
easier to do it by exclusion. 

We do not have jurisdiction over petroleum, and we do not have 
jurisdiction for another example, over minerals and metals in their 
raw state. The aluminum loans never came through NPA at all. 
They go directly from Interior to DPA. In the same way, certain 
transportation facilities, we never see those loans or those amortiza- 
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tions. But everything else, save those excluded items, which are 
largely electric power, petroleum, solid fuels, and minerals in their 
raw state, virtually everything else comes to us. 

Mr. Harpy. I thought you had transportation in Commerce ? 

Mr. Fierscumann. We do not have rail tr ansportation and bus 
transportation. Those are in Knudson’s shop, in DTA. 

Mr. Harpy. Do you have anything further, Mr. Lantaff ? 

Mr. Lantarr. If you would approve an amortization certificate, 
what would happen then? Is that the final authority, or does it have 
to goto DPA? 

Mr. FietscHMann. We would recommend it to DPA. DPA has 
retained the final authority to approve or disapprove. 

Mr. Lantarr. So everything goes to DPA eventually? 

Mr. FLeiscHMANnn. Yes. 

Mr. Casry. Do you fix a percentage on amortization ? 

Mr. FietscuMANN. Yes. That is done by Mr. Creedon in the 
Facilities Bureau. 

Mr. Casey. Are you familiar with the criteria used in fixing the 
percentages ¢ 

Mr. FLe1scHMann. Yes, I am. 

Mr. Creedon has a more detailed knowledge, but I am familiar 
with it. 

Mr. Casey. In the section of the statute, it requires first that “only 
such portion of the amount of the adjusted base of the facility con- 
structed after December 31, 1949, shal be certified, where it is found 
necessary in the interest of national defense during the emergency.’ 
That is one segment of the section. Then it says, “and only such por- 
tion of such amount as such authority certified is attributable to de- 
fense eee r 

Can we break it down so that, first of all, the determination that 
has to be made is whether or not this particular facility is necessary 
in the interest of national defense ? 

Mr. FietscuMann. Let me explain what we do with respect to that. 
The construction of that statute, which was adopted by Mr. Syming- 
ton and later adopted by Mr. Harrison and under which we therefore 
operate, is that the requirement that it be required by national de- 
fense means that, due to the emergency in which we are currently 
operating, there is an over-all shortage of the material, including 
the present demand, both military and civilian. 

Let me illustrate that specifically by steel. That is a good example. 
As you know, we have been making around a hundred million tons 
of steel a year. The military is starting to take a large supply of 
steel. The theory is that we want to have the shortages thus created 
to be a very brief one and we want to expand so that just as soon as 
possible, it can take up the deficit in civilian production that has been 

caused by the military take-away. Our present feeling is something 
in the neighborhood of 117 to 120 million tons of steel would be close 
to what the indicated demand is going to be for this emergency. 

That is the policy that was established by Mr. Symington and 
adopted by Mr. Harrison. That is the definite relationship as they 
construe the statute. 

Does that answer your question ? 

Mr. Casey. That is true. I am glad to have that interpret ation. 

That means they have construed the term “national defense” as not 
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meaning military or anything necess: ry to our defenses, but something 
necessary to preserve the existing state of our economy with the im- 
pact of the emergenc y on it. 

Mr. FLetiscHMann. Yes. The interpretation that has been given to 
defense is that it is the defense emergence y that has caused the deficit, 
but that the deficit need not be exclusive ly military. 

Mr. Casey. In the process of consider ing the application for a cer- 
tificate, the first consideration is whether or not this fac ility is ¢ ‘losely 
enough allied with the defense effort to be eligible for a certificate at 
all? 

Mr. Fieiscumann. I think that is generally so, if you want to con- 
strue defense in the way Mr. Symington and Mr. Harrison have. 

Mr. Casry. Precisely. You have to get the certificate in the front 
door first. The facility has to be eligible for a certificate before you 
get to the percentage. 

Mr. FrerscuMann. Oh, yes. 

Mr. CASEY. Now. isn’t the percentage hinged more on the second 
portion of this statutory language, “and only such portion of such 
amount as such authority has certified is attributable to defense 
purposes” ? 

Mr. FierscHMANN. Yes: I think that is accurate. 

Mr. Casey. In the regulations issued by the National Security Re- 
sources Board, I assume those are the regulations in the Federal 
Register under title 832A, National Defense Appendix. 

Does this look familiar 4 

Mr. FieiscHmMann. I think that is the one. 

Mr. Casry. Under section 600.2 there are certain criteria set out 
for the determination of necessity and for determining the portion 
attributable to defense purposes. 

Subsection A says, “Materials or services required for national de- 
fense.” The substance of that section is about what vou have de- 
scribed insofar as the Board interpretation given to national defense 
is concerned. 

Then subsection B is “Shortage of facilities for the production of 
materials or services required for national defense.” In other words, 
you break down the national defense and find those industries in which 
there isa particular shortage or expected sho1 tage ¢ 

Mr. FLeiscHuMANN. Correct. 

Mr. Casey. C is “Economic usefulness of the facility,” and it reads: 

In determining a portion of the facility attributable to defense purposes, 
consideration will be given to the probable economic usefulness of the facility 
for other defense purposes after 5 years. 

Isn’t that the criterion for the determination of the percentage ¢ 

Mr. FietscumMann. I think that is one of the most important ones; 
yes. 7 is a judgment factor. That certainly is very important. 

Mr. Casey. Would you give me what other factors there are other 
than thie one that control the fixing of the percentages? 

Mr. FLetscuMann. I would have to have that oe caiihs We give 
attention, as I have said, to the over-all shortages in the industry. 

Mr. Casey. I am talking solely of the percentage, not the eligibility 
for certificate. Does that mean that the percentage might be larger 
or smaller, depending upon the shortage in the industry ¢ 

Mr. Fietscumann. | think it could in a particular case, because the 
element of risk would be greater or less depending upon the amount 
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of the shortage. If you had a very large shortage, one condition might 
follow; if you had a smaller shortage, another. I think it is all 
related. 

Mr. Casey. If there is a large shortage, there would be less risk. 

Mr. FierscuMann. That would depend on whether it is a military 
shortage or a civilian shortage. 

Mr. Casry. Can you give me an example of what you mean in that 
respect ¢ 

Mr. FreiscHMANN. Let me take rocket planes, for example. Of 
course, there is a complete shortage of facilities for making rocket 
planes or any other of that type of item. That doesn’t mean that 
there is no economic risk in that case. There is a complete economic 

risk because, as soon as the emergency is over, there would be no use- 
ileces to that facility. 

Mr. Casey. Aren't we then back to the other criterion under C which 
says what is the economic usefulness of the facility after 5 years in 
that case ? 

Mr. FierscHMANN. I think that is the principal one, as I said. 

Mr. Casey. Can you relate that principle to the granting of 75 and 
85 percent certificates in the steel industry / 

Mr. FLetscHMANN. I didn’t have the responsibility for fixing those 
percentages and I wasn’t the administrator of NPA at that particular 
time, and I think Mr. Creedon, who is here, would be a better witness 
on specific cases and specific principles than I, because I had virtually 
nothing to do with setting up that rate. As Mr. Hardy knows, I was 
general counsel at that particular time. 

Mr. Benper. What is the shortage of steel, which you mentioned ? 

Mr. FietscHMann. We think that something in the neighborhood 
of 17 to 20 million tons additional capacity is indicated at the present 
time. 

Mr. Benver. Twenty million tons capacity? What period ? 

Mr. FLerscHMann. Annually. 

Mr. Benpver. For how long? 

Mr. FietscuMann. It is greater in some areas, as you know, like 
structural steel and plates than it is in sheets. 

Mr. Benper. For what period? What is your reckoning as to the 
length of the emergency? What do you think about when you grant 
these matters, for what length of time? 

Mr. FLeiscHuMann. We are thinking, due to the terms of the statute, 
of a 5-year emergency period, but the shortage, over-all shortage, has 
to be determined virtually as of now, and the immediate future, when 
the military program gets more substantially under way than it is 
at the present time. 

Mr. Benper. What percentage of businesses would you say are 
falling by the wayside as a result of the shortage of raw m: teri: als, 
steel? I mean, is it quite extensive ? 

Mr. FieiscumMann. I do not believe, sir, that it is as of now. I do, 
in all sincerity, foresee many difficulties for businesses that will not 
be able to get, not so much ‘steel, although there is a great shortage 
there, but aluminum, which is a better ex: ‘ample, and copper. 

When I say I don’t believe very many have now, we do not have any 
statistics on that now or any w ay to get them, but I am basing that on 
the fact that employment, through Februar vy, was the highest of any 
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February, I believe, in history. That is the easiest statistic to check, 
and there has been no effect on employment or unemployment up to 
date of shortages. 

Mr. Benper. Are there substantial numbers of industries that are 
going bust because they are not in a position to get raw materials ¢ 

Mr. FietscuMann. As I say, I would expect that there are some. I 
do not know. We do not have statistics to demonstrate that. I hear 
daily of a great many concerns that assert—and I believe them—that 
they are having enormous difficulties in getting material. It is my 
concern almost 24 hours a day to try to do something about it. 

Mr. Benper. It might interest you to know that I have gathered 
some offers of sales of businesses during the last 60-day period which 
are being auctioned as a result of shortages of raw materials. 

Mr. FierscuomMann. As I say, I would believe that. 

Mr. Harpy. Are they all different? You don’t have duplicates in 
there, do you? 

Mr. Benpver. No. I believe we Republicans do not operate that way. 

Mr. Harpy. I didn’t know we Democrats had a monopoly on doing 
that. 

Mr. Benner. We had an experience some years ago which resulted 
in your beating our brains out with it in every campaign. 

Mr. Harpy. And you have learned your lesson ? 

Mr. Benver. We have learned our lesson many years ago. 

Mr. Harpy. That is a problem. It is a very serious problem, you 
find ? 

Mr. Benper. Yes. 

Mr. Harpy. Mr. Bolling, do you have some questions? 

Mr. Boturne. I want to clear up one thing. Is agriculture in- 
volved in the approval of such things ? 

Mr. FietscHMann. Yes. On food products. 

Mr. Bortiina. Does farm machinery come in there ¢ 

Mr. FietscHMaNn. Yes. They have amortization with respect to 
farm machinery factories. I am quite certain they have. 

Mr. Harpy. I would like to raise a far-fetched illustration, Mr. 
Fleischman, in line with this broad application of the policy which 
would make loans and certificates of necessity available for plants 
that were needed in the civilian economy because of the defense 
interest, and I believe it has been indicated that in the broad applica- 
tion of this proposition, that is possible and that is utilized. Let’s 
take—see if I understand the policy correctly—a plant manufacturing 
stampings for pots and pans for domestic household use. That plant 
gets a contract to make stampings for the military. In keeping with 
this policy, and certainly it would be far-fetched, if someone came 
along and proposed to build another plant to stamp out kitchen 
utensils, would that be considered in the national defense and justify 
a certificate of necessity ? 

Mr. FietscHMANN. That is a fair question. We haven’t had such a 
case. I think we would probably not grant a certificate in that case 
because of the fact that metals are so scarce and will unfortunately 
remain so scarce that we could not afford to do anything to encourage 
the use of metals in kitchen utensils. 

Mr. Harpy. Are you going to let the poor housewife go without 
something to fry her eggs in? 
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Mr. FierscuMann. We hope not. We think that existing facilities 
can use up all the metal that can possibly be made available. 

Mr. Harpy. Yes; but it may use up all the metal that can be made 
available yet what are you going todo then? Start some other plant 
to use a little bit of the metal to kee p the kitchens going? 

Mr. Frercumann. We hope to have something like a controlled 
materials plan in operation by the middle of this year and, if that 
is put into effect, we hope generally there will be an area of, what 
I can only call, free material over and above the most urgent needs 
that will be sufficient and increasingly so as some of these facilities 
come in to permit a decent amount of civilian production. I think 
it is pretty clear we will have that. 

Mr. Harpy. I want to touch on another aspect of these certificates 
and also loans that you mentioned. I think in your earlier statement 
you indicated that you did not take action on applications exactly 
as they came in, but you waited a while until you got a group of them. 
Even so, you cannot be even reasonably certain that the people who 
have made —— ation are those who are in the best position to per- 
form and to build and to operate that needed facility, can you? 

Mr. Freiscumann. No, sir. There is no such thing as certainty in 
this business, unfortunately. 

Mr. Harpy. Industry has a responsibility in connection with meet- 
ing the needs of the national defense and the only applications that 
come to your attention are those which are initiated by people who 
decide that either from patriotic motives they want to participate in 
this defense program or from selfish motives. Maybe they want to 
get a little bit of Uncle Sam’s loose money that is floating around. 
How can you separate the sheep from the goats ? 

Mr. FierscuMann. The one assumption there is incorrect. We use 
both the stick and the carrot in these matters. We are continually 
trying to analyze where the shortages will be in the various met: als 
and the various fabricating facilities. When we find shortages, we 
call industry committees together and put the problem to them to 
increase their facilities. That was the way it was done with steel, 
for example. We published practically a Nation-wide appeal to steel 
companies—big and small—to come in and expand their facilities. 
We just do not leave it to chance, nor to individual initiative. 

Mr. Harpy. That is a question I wanted to get cleared up. You 
actually do encourage industries of a particular nature, where you 
need increased production to submit applications ? 

Mr. FrreiscuMann. We encourage them to expand their facilities 
and we do not need to encourage them to submit applications. They 
do that as a part of that other encouragement. 

Mr. Harpy. They do not have to be prodded along that line? 

Mr. FieiscHMann. No, sir. 

Mr. Harpy. With respect to fabricating plants, you have any num- 
ber of small establishments all over the country with respect to your 
prime basic steel, which is something different, which is comparatively 
limited as to the numbers involved, but are in areas where you need 
increases in these items that can be and are produced by numerous 
small plants all over the country. What effort is made to spread this 
taxpayers’ assistance, if we choose to call it that, among these small 
plants instead of dishing it out in an amount which will make the 
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bigger ones get bigger and the little ones go out of business, as Mr. 
Bender referred to it ? 

Mr. FieiscumMann. In two ways. We do not expect any recom- 
mendations from the Army and Navy for the expansion of fabricating 
facilities, and they are the ones who are usually advocating expan- 
sion, unless they certify to us that they have m: ade, in effect, a study 
and that this particular expansion is the only one that will produce it. 
In other words, they certify that the existing facilities which are usu- 
ally the small business fellows, are not available to do this particular 
job. We do not always accept that recommendation, because we make 
our own check on the thing. 

Then these amortization applications are also screened by our small 
business office under Mr. Pritchard for the precise purpose of advis- 
ing us on the small business implications. 

We do not, as I say, have one box labeled “‘small” and one box 
labeled “big.” We apply substantially the same standards, although, 
as Mr. Creedon will tell you, we have given additional percentages 
based on the small size of the concern in a particular competitive field. 
We have done that in a limited way in the amortization field. 

Mr. Harpy. Unless a fellow vets a defense contract, he doesn’t have 
too much chance of expanding his plant and getting a certificate to 
do it. 

Mr. FLEISCHMANN. That is not correct. We have granted certifi- 
cates of necessity where the direct relation to the milit: ary or r the de- 
fense contract was practically nonexistent, because of this broad policy. 

Mr. Harpy. You are well aware with respect to these small fab- 
ricating plants, particularly, unless they get defense orders, they 
cannot get the materials to do their fabricating. 

Mr. FieiscHMann. I know that. 

Mr. Harpy. Unless they get the contract, they are stuck out on a 
limb and the big companies control the distribution of the material 
through their own warehouses; isn’t that correct ? 

Mr. FLeiscuMANN. We have done what we didn’t do in World Wat 
EE namely, we have made a supply of steel available to the ware- 
houses for general distribution. 

Mr. Harpy. And you bypass the normal channel to which the small 
manufacturers go to get their steel. They ordinarily get it from the 
mill and now you make it go through the warehouse. They have to 
cry to get it. In addi —_ to that, they have to pay an extra pr ice for it. 


Mr. FietscuMann. I do not think that is correct. The amount of 
steel we have directed to the warehouse is unfortunately considerably 
less than they have obtained in any normal times. Even percentage- 
wise it is less. The difficulty in the metals picture is a very simple 
one. There is less metal and not more metal. It is sad but true. It 


isn’t anything that the Gove ‘rmment did or I did or anyone else did. 
It is due to the Government’s stoc kpiling program, No. 1, and the mil- 
itary use, No. 2, and the fact that inventories, — were high at the 
beginning of 1950, as you “ees are now used u 

Mr. Harpy. I think we may want you to go into this a little further. 
I imposed upon you a little longer than I meant to. 

Mr. Ie LEISCHMANN, | woul | he olac | to come back and de ve lop this 
whole metal-shortage picture for you at any time. It is a subject 
I have eaten, slept with, and lived with for months. 
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Mr. Benper. Don’t you think, since this is an emergency and since 
some people are being terribly inconvenienced, even dying as a result 
of the emergency, that it is more desirable to permit est: ablished indus- 
try, big or little, for the sake of production, to expand rather than 
to encourage new enterprises to enter in as competitors, especially 
when they come in on a shoestring ¢ 

Mr. FierscumMann. Yes; I agree gener: ally with your observation. 
We have one difficulty, sir, and that is the Defense Production Act 
has a provision in it, in effect, requiring us to make provision for new 
business. I may say that we try to administer that with some discre- 
tion because you are quite right. It does not make good sense to let 
a new fellow come in in a period when there isn’t enough material for 
those people who had investments and facilities. 

Mr. Benper. Don’t you think the established industries or the estab- 
lished producers of steel, for example, would do it without any Gov- 
ernment money being involved ? 

Mr. FieiscumMann. They, generally speaking, sir, have done it with- 
out loans, but they have applied for amortization ce arpa ates, and 
that isa form of Government financing, as you know. But, generally, 
they have not asked for loans. 

Mr. Rreniman. It is true, theugh, sir, that some asked for loans? 

Mr. Frerscumann. I was speaking of ‘the big steel companies. 

Mr. Benper. Big or little, any steel companies that are established. 
Isn’t it much better for the taxpayers of the country for us to work 
with established businesses during a period of emergency rather than 
risking additional taxpayers’ money on enterprises not experienced, 
whose background is not substantial ? 

Mr. FierscuMann,. So far as I could generalize, I would certainly 
agree with that. 

Mr. Harpy. I promised to let Mr. Fleischmann go, but Mr. Meader 
has a question he would like to get cleared up before you leave. 

Mr. Mraper. I understood you to say that the controlled-materials 
plan would probably not be promulgated before the middle of the 
vear. 

Mr. FierscHMAnN. On that subject, let me say that there will be a 
decision made within the next few days as to whether the controlled- 
materials plan will go into effect. If the decision is made that it will, 
the earliest possib le date you could have it effective would be July 1, 
the third quarter. There are mechanical features in connection with 
getting such a plan into operation, such as getting the requirements 
from the military services and getting the information out to the 
industry and then back again, which would make it the earliest date. 

Mr. Mraper. Would the control apply only to military production 
or apply also to the primary industrial uses? 

Mr. FLriscuMann, That is the correct way to put it. It would ap- 
ply to military plus the most essential industry producers and the most 
essential civilian producers. 

Mr. Meaper. You have a firm policy of so establishing your con- 
trolled-materials plan that it will not encourage a black m: arket ? 

Mr. FreiscuMann. We are certainly doing everything within our 
power to bring about that policy. 

Mr. Mranver. It could be designed in such a way that the black 
market would be promoted; isn’t that true ? 
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Mr. FiLetscHMann. Judging from the experiences of the last war, 
that is true. We will take every feasible measure to try to avoid that, 

Mr. Meaper. What powers do you have to prevent hoarding of steel, 
for example, by the military? I understand there is already some 
hoarding of steel and warehousing of steel, which cannot be used for 
several months to come, where it will deteriorate. 

Mr. FLetscuMann. If you are speaking of me as an official, I would 
say I have very little legal power over military procurement. On the 
other hand, General Harrison has general policy direction in that 
‘ field, and I may say that, if I heard of cases of military hoarding 
. which seemed to me to be wrong and unreasonable, the kind you have 
mentioned, I would certainly take as effective action as I possibly 
could, and I think I would be able to do something about it. 

Mr. Meaper. We can look at the facts of life and know that the mili- 
tary appropriation will expire on the thirtieth of June and it is the 
natural tendency of the military to spend their money and get it into 
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; goods before the end of the fiscal year. I wonder whether or not any- 
one is responsible for any check on that perfectly natural tendency 
. on the part of the procurement agencies ? 
i Mr. FietiscuMann. Yes; in two ways. The basic responsibility in 
® that area, I would say, is in the Munitions Board, which is in the 
a military, but still it is not itself the procuring agency and it is designed 
a to set up effective controls of that kind. Secondly, both Mr. Harrison 
“4 and Mr. Wilson have a general policy control over that area. In 
addition to that, we have to make certain allocations. Take cobalt. To 
the fullest extent we can, we review military inventories in a tight situ- 


ation like that before we hand out any additional cobalt. If you take 
steel, steel is held by the military in many thousands of places and it 
just isn’t practical for us to review that because we do not have the 
information. 

Mr. Meaper. Really, there isn’t any effective review by anyone out- 
side of the military themselves? 

Mr. FLeriscumMann. I think that is a fair statement. 
; Mr. Harpy. Mr. Fleischmann, we appreciate your coming over here 
and, before you go to the other session, I might say that I wish I could 
' go along with you to the other one, but we will want to get you back 
to go into this more fully. Thank you a lot. 
. Mr. Fierscumann, I will be glad to come back. 


a 


STATEMENT OF FRANK R. CREEDON, ASSISTANT ADMINISTRATOR, 
FACILITIES CONSTRUCTION BUREAU, NATIONAL PRODUCTION 
AUTHORITY; ACCOMPANIED BY HARVEY M. HARPER, LOAN 
DIVISION, FACILITIES CONSTRUCTION BUREAU, NATIONAL PRO- 
DUCTION AUTHORITY; WILLIAM DAVLIN, ASSISTANT TO AS- 
SISTANT ADMINISTRATOR, FACILITIES CONSTRUCTION BUREAU, 
NATIONAL PRODUCTION AUTHORITY; AND ARTHUR J. BULGER, 
DEPUTY ASSISTANT ADMINISTRATOR, FACILITIES CONSTRUC- 
TION BUREAU, NATIONAL PRODUCTION AUTHORITY 


Mr. Harpy. Will you each identify yourself for the record before 
we get started ? 

Mr. Creepon. I am Frank R. Creedon, Assistant Administrator, 
Facilities Construction Bureau, NPA. 
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Mr. Harrer. I am Harvey M. Harper, Loan Division, Facilities Con- 
struction Bureau, NPA. 

Mr. Davin. I am William Davlin, Assistant to Mr. Creedon. 

Mr. Creepon. Mr. Chairman, I also brought Mr. Bulger with me. 

Mr. Harpy. We would like to have him identify himself. 

Mr. Buicer. I am Arthur J. Bulger, Deputy Assistant Adminis- 
trator, Facilities Construction Bureau, NPA. 

Mr. Harpy. We have called you today partly bee ‘ause yesterday in 
discussing a question of H: izleton Steel & Tube Co., it was testified 
by a representative of RFC that conversations were had between RFC 
personnel and Mr. Harper and Mr. Davlin in connection with this 
Hazleton application. 

I think it might be best if either Mr. Harper or Mr. Davlin, assuming 
that they are the two gentlemen who did the major part of the work on 
this, told us their story. Mr. Creedon, you might designate one or the 
other of them who is best qualified to give this committee a picture of 
just exactly what transpired in connection with that application. 

Mr. Creepon. I think Mr. Davlin probably would present it, Mr. 
Chairman. 

Mr. Harpy. We would like to have a running account of what went 
on from the time you first became aware of it, Mr. Davlin, if that was 
prior to the time that you received the application. We would like 
to have full details on it in your own way, if you will. 

Mr. Davin. Yes, sir. 

I will sketch the background and try to skeletonize the conversations 
ve had, as I recall them. Mr. Harper can give us more specific details 
on the financial figures as to the terms and conditions of the loan 
applied for and the loan finally recommended. 

This loan proposal or rather this plant proposal first came to the 
attention of Mr. Creedon’s office last fall in connection with the appli- 
cation for tax amortization. Subsequent to that time—I believe in 
December—the applicants filed an application for a loan under section 
302 of the Defense Production Act. 

In the routine of processing and handling these loan applications, a 
copy of the application was sent to the RFC 

Mr. Harpy. If you got your application for tax amortization prior 
to the time you became interested in the loan aspects of it, suppose we 
take that first and see just what h: appened to that request. Was your 
certificate of necessity granted prior to the approval of the loan, or 
was that done simult: aneously ¢ 

Mr. Davin. I believe it was granted prior to the approval of the 
loan. Actually, the loan operation began somewhat later than the 
necessity-certificate operation. The forms weren’t even available for 
loans at the time the necessity certificate was filed. 

My recollection is that the Hazleton necessity certificate application 
was approved together with the first group of necessity certificates 
approved for the steel industry, perhaps some 30 or more. 

That application was filed with us and in the regular procedure, as 
in all of these cases, a copy was sent to the Industry Operations 
Bureau, upon which Mr. Creedon’s Bureau depends for technical 
comments, determination of capacity and supply shortages. And on 
the basis of the report of that Bureau, the necessity certificate was 
approved. 
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Mr. Harpy. On the basis of what report was that? 

Mr. Davin. The report of the Industry Operations Bureau. 

Mr. Harpy. Who is that ? ; 

Mr. Davin. That is the Bureau headed by Mr. H. B. McCoy. 

Mr. Harpy. Is that in NPA? ' 

Mr. Davuin. Yes. That is one of the two majo1 ureaus in NPA. 

Mr. Harpy. You are concerned only with loans, and you are not 
concerned with handling of the certificates of nece SS1TY ¢ 

Mr. Davin. Both. 

Mr. Harpy. Somebody else does the spade work on the certificates 
of necessity 4 j 

Mr. DAvLIN. The technical economic analysis on applications for 
necessity certificates, the baste space work I think it ean properly be 
called that—is done in the Industry Operations Bureau, which is 
made up of a very large number of industry divisions covering almost 
all of the major manufacturing fields and the major industrial-mate- 
rials fields. 

Mr. Harpy. And that Bureau submitted its report to your office 
recommending that the certificate of necessity be granted 4 

Mr. Davurn. That is right, sir. 

Mr. Harpy. Would that Bureau also recommend a percentage of 
amortization ? 

Mr. Davin. That Bureau in the procedures under which we oper- 
ate does not recommend a specific percentage. 

Mr. Harpy. It simply recommends a granting of a certificate ? 

Mr. Davin. That is right. sir. 

Mr. H ARDY. Can you ive this committee concisely the basic factors 
that supported a recommendation for the granting of a certificate ? 

Mr. Davin. They would relate in this case to the steel shortage in 
general and to the specific shortage of the item to be produced by this 
applicant. 

Mr. Harpy. I call your attention to the fact that this plant would 
not increase the total supply of steel. 

Mr. Davin. It would increase tubular goods. 

Mr. Harpy. Correct. 

Mr. Davuin. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Harpy. But it would not increase the total supply of steel in 
any way, I believe: is that not correct ? 

Mr. Davin. On the other hand, the total supply of steel is being 
expanded across the board. 

Mr. Harpy. Yes. But this plant is not contributing to that expan- 
sion: is 1t? 

Mr. Davin. It is contributing to the expansion of the end product. 

Mr. Harpy. This plant is purely a fabricating plant; is that not 
correct ¢ 

Mr. Davurn. That is right, sir. 

Mr. Harpy. So it does not increase one iota the total amount of 
steel produced; is that right ? 

Mr. Davin. That is technically correct, sir. 

Mr. Harpy. Is it incorrect in any other way besides being tech- 
nically correct? 

Mr. Davriin. I assume not. 

Mr. Harpy. Actually, as a matter of fact, this plant would help 
to consume the existing or augmented supply of steel produced by 
others; is that not correct? 
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Mr. Daviry. That is true. It would utilize also scrap in that area, 
which is a scrap-generating area. 

Mr. Harpy. Just forgetting for the moment the relatively essen- 
tial nature of the end product of the plant, actually this pl: int would 
reduce the total amount of steel available to other plants; is that not 

right? 

Mr. Davirn. In theory; yes. 

Mr. Harpy. How about in practice? 

Mr. Davin. The total supply, however, is being augmented. 

Mr. Harpy. But this plant doesn’t contribute to that any, does it? 

Mr. Davin. No. 

Mr. Casey. At the time this certificate was granted, Mr. Davlin, 
it was not known where this company would get its money ? 

Mr. Davuin. At the time the application was filed, 1 believe the 
application showed—it certainly was known to us—that a loan would 
be filed for it. 

Mr. Casey. A Government loan? 

Mr. Davurn. Yes. 

Mr. Casey. A direct Government loan? 

Mr. Davi in. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Casey. Had they applied for an RFC loan? 

Mr. Davin. No, sir. 

Mr. Harpy. In connection with the granting of the certificate, was 
consideration given to the capabilities of the individuals who were 
sponsoring the proposal ? 

Mr. Davin. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Harpy. And their backgrounds and their experience in the 
manufacture of steel tubing was considered sufficient to justify ap- 
proval of the loan? 

Mr. Davurn. Yes, sir? 

Mr. Harpy. And approval of the certificate? 

Mr. Davurn. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Casry. What was the date of the certificate of necessity ? 

Mr. Davin. The date of the issuance of the certificate, December 9. 

Mr. Casey. Now, as a matter of fact 

Mr. Harpy. Just a moment. The committee would like to have a 
copy of the recommendation which came to your office from the Bu- 
reau recommending the certificate be approved. 

Mr. Casey. Do you have that? 

Mr. Davin. I believe I do. 

Mr. Casry. Could we see that? 

Mr. Benver. Is that the Industry Operations? 

Mr. Harpy. That is the bureau within the NPA, whatever it is. 

Mr. Benper. Mr. Chairman, what is the personnel of this Indus- 
try Operations Bureau? Who are they? What is their background? 
Who are these gentlemen ? 

Mr. Daviin. The Industry Operations Bureau is headed by Mr. 
H. B. McCoy, sir, Assistant Administrator of NPA in charge of the 
Industry Operations Bureau. It is a large Bureau. Guessing, I would 
think perhaps 400 or 500 employees. 

As I mentioned before, it has specific divisions in all of the major 
industrial fields—textiles, nonferrous metals, tin, lead, and zinc, ma- 
chinery, rubber, iron and steel. 

Mr. Harpy. You have experts in all these lines? 
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Mr. Davirn. That is right, sir. 

Mr. Benver. That is, people who have had experience in that 
particular business before they attached themselves to the Gov- 
ernment ¢ 

Mr. Davin. Pardon, sir? 

Mr. Benver. People who have had experience in the various lines 
before they became identified with the Government? 

Mr. Davin. I would assume so. 

Mr. Benpver. What was Mr. McCoy’s work before he came to the 
agency ¢ 

Mr. Davin. Mr. McCoy is a career employee of the Department of 
Commerce. Before the NPA came into being, he was head of an 
Office of Domestic Commerce, which was the core unit of the Depart- 
ment, which became the Industry Operations Bureau, considerably 
expanded. 

Mr. Harpy. He personally wouldn’t necessarily have had a back- 
ground of experience in this particular industry / 

Mr. Davin. No, sir. 

Mr. Rreatman. Mr. Chairman, I wonder if we could get down to 
specific cases and find out who the gentlemen are and their names and 
see the recommendations that they made in respect to this certificate 
of necessity. 

Mr. Harpy. Can you supply a copy of that that we can have? 

Mr. Davin. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Rrestman. Mr. Chairman, if that doesn’t include the back- 
ground of the gentlemen who made these recommendations, I think 
it would be desirable to the committee to have that information. 

Mr. Harpy. Yes. I think we will ask the staff to get that. That 
wouldn’t show on there. 

Mr. Benper. How many names _ there on that? 

Mr. Harpy. There is a signature by Mr. McCoy. It says only: 

Present indications point to a significant shortage of oil country tubular goods. 
As the oil production program increases and defense needs expand, this shortage 
will become more acute. Direct military requirements for seamless tubing are 
also growing and, judging from World War II experience, would be extremely 
large in case of full mobilization. 

Is that the only recommendation that you had from technical people 
upon which you based the issuance of a certificate ¢ 

Mr. Davin. We would assume that behind such a conclusion was 
the proper analysis. 

Mr. Harpy. That is purely an assumption and you do not personally 
know whether that exists or not. 

Mr. Casey. When you say “proper analysis” do you mean proper 
analysis of the proposed construction by this particular applicant? 

Mr. Davurn. We would assume so. 

Mr. Casey. Isn’t ita fact that at the time this certificate of necessity 
was issued, it had been proposed by the applicant to buy up some 
second-hand plants that later turned out to be completely unworkable 
as a unit? 

Mr. Davurn. You are referring to a piece of equipment which was 
included in the initial loan application known as the Assel mill. 

Mr. Casry. So, as a matter of fact, at the time the certificate of 
necessity was granted, this fellow had no feasible plan for the con- 
struction of the kind of a plant covered by the certificate? 
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Mr. Davury. The application, sir, carried an engineering proposal 
in some detail. 

Mr. Casey. Who was the engineer? 

Mr. Davin. By Mr. Hopkins. 

Mr. Casey. Mr. Hopkins being one of the three men who was to 
own the plant 4 

Mr. Davin. Yes, sir. He had some professional standing and 
reputation and activity, according to the facts before us. He had also 
the services of one of the really prominent steel consultants, Mr. Mc- 
Quaid, Harry McQuaid, and we, I think, rightly considered the en- 
gineering study as being quite adequate: however, the loan appli- 
cation which went to RFC resulted in the discussion which Mr. Hardy 
mentioned earlier and which he asked me to outline. 

The RFC people disagreed with the applicant over the feasibility 
of adapting this Assel mill to the production of oil country tubing. 

Mr. Harpy, We are getting into the loan proposition. T would like 
to dispose of the certificate ot necessity so we can keep it in orderly 
sequence, 

In just reading this over again, this brief statement on the recom- 
mendation that comes to your office from the Industry Operations 
Bureau, I find it isa pure generality. It isa statement that could have 
been written by anybody based on a cursory examination and nothing 
more than : glance. It doesn’t necessarily imply that that was what 
happened, but, certainly, this statement in itself does not provide 
anybody witfi a basis for taking any action, unless there is some de- 
gree of certainty—I will put it that way—of what went on behind 
the recommendation and served as a basis for this recommendation. 

I think I could read over an application for this or any other mill 
and write the kind of a recommendation here without knowing any- 
thing about it and still be reasonably sound. Anybody can say that 
there has been a significant shortage in oil country tubular goods. I 
don’t think it takes an expert to determine that, and I don’t think it 
takes an expert either to say that, as the oil production program 
increases, defense needs expand, the shortage will become more acute. 

Mr. Davin. Yes. 

Mr. Creepon. Not here, but I believe we have a two- or three-page 
report backing up with facts and figures that conclusion, in our files. 

Mr. Harpy. We would like to have a copy of that report. 

The committee — | like to know the background of each person 
who participated in the preparation of that report and the study 
of this application. WW e would like to know their qualifications, who 
they are and what action they took in connection with it. 

Mr. Benver. Mr. Davlin, in connection with the raw-material prob- 
lem, apparently, Mr. Fleischmann was talking about something that 
isn’t of concern here. They are not to produce raw material ; they were 
to use raw material to produce something else. 

Mr. Davin. I said they were in a scrap-generating area, in a min- 
ing area. Secondly, the total metallics are being expanded in the 
steel expansion program, both basic ingots and thus : scrap, so that total 
metallics increase in the total program. 

This applicant also had and has an arrangement through which he 
ean, if he wishes, obtain ore from Chile. We have in our files a record 
of an agreement between this applicant and a supplier of ore, an 
American firm operating in Chile. 
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Mr. Harpy. Is he going to be able to process the ore? 

Mr. Davuin. Pig iron—I am sorry. 

Similarly, in Ohio, the applicant has access to what is known as some 
blank band ore, which he proposes to develop in connection with this 
total project. 

Mr. Benper. Where would he get that? 

Mr. Davurn. In Ohio. 

Mr. Benner. From whom in Ohio? Where? What would be his 
source of supply ¢ 

r. Davurn. I would have to go to our files for those. 

Mr. Benper. You have the names and places? 

Mr. Davurn. Yes. We will give them to you. 

Mr, Harpy. You say that they had the services of a very competent 
engineer. That engineer had originally approved the utilization of 
this equipment used for making cartridges; is that correct ? 

Mr. Davuitn. That is true, sir. He believed that it would function; 
however, we checked and, as you know, the RFC examination checked 
and we found that the doctors disagreed. Mr. Harper personally 
> checked the same people that the RFC people checked on the feasibility 
of using the Assel mill. 

Mr. Harpy. Is that any indication of the competence of the engineer 
who advised the use of that mill, Mr. Davlin ? 

Mr. Daviin. We regarded it as a technical dispute between com- 
petent people. 

Mr. Harpy. And a dispute which would not affect the investment of 
the stockholders of this corporation at all in the event it did not work 
out ¢ 

Mr. Davin. Of course, it would, sir 

Mr. Harpy. It would to the extent of $600. 

Mr. Davurn. The fact of the matter was that that piece of equip- 
ment was deleted from the project, and substituted the ve ‘for was some 
tubular fabricating equipment to be supplied by the Aetna Standard 
Equipment, which is conventional equipment. 

Mr. Harpy. You -were still relying on a satisfactory performance 
of this plant, and the management of the plant, and using as a basis 
the competence of the engineer who recommended the use of oil equip- 
ment which at least you were satisfied was dubious? 

Mr. Daviin. That is right, sir. 

Mr. Casry. If the RFC had not been brought into this picture for 
investigating the engineering practicability of this plant, is it con- 
ceivable that the NPA would have recommended an 8-million-dollar 
loan based on the same information they issued the certificate of neces- 
sity on? 

Mr. Davin. Incidentally, this loan has not been consummated. The 
NPA would not have recommended the loan except on the terms and 
the changes which were made. 

Mr. Casry. How would the terms and changes be any good to the 
Government if they were given this 8 million dollars on the basis of 
a plant that could never operate, from an engineering standpoint ? 

Mr. Davutn. I said one of the changes in the project was the change 
in the equipment, about which there was doubt. 

Mr. Casey. That was as a result of the intervention of the RFC. 

Mr. Davin. Partly. 

Mr. Casey. Partly or wholly? 
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Mr. Davurn. I wouldn’t say wholly. 

Mr. Casey. Why not? 

Mr. Davin. Because the Loan Division under Mr. Harper, Mr. 
Bulger, and myself have responsibilities to examine these things and 
satisfy ourselves. 

Mr. Casey. You examined the engineering report made by Mr. 
Hopkins in the granting of this certificate of necessity and found it 
to be adequate. 

Mr. Davin. The necessity certificate is without benefit or prejudice 
to the loan. 

Mr. Casey. Is it the policy of NPA to require any independent engi- 
neering report in connection with the construction of these new 
facilities? 

Mr. Davuin. No, sir; we use the RFC for that. In the case of a 
necessity certificate, normally the applicant is spending his own money 
or borrowing money elsewhere. 

Mr. Harpy. Normally ? 

Mr. Davin. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Benver. ‘This plant is not in operation now ? 

Mr. Davutn. No, sir. 

Mr. Benver. The loan has not been granted ? 

Mr. Davurn. No. 

Mr. Benper. According to our information, the president of this 
company is now drawing $50,000 a year. 

Mr. Davitn. Not from this corporation, sir. The salaries of officers 
in this company will be set by the fiscal agency. 

Mr. Benper. He requested it. 

Mr. Davirn. What he requests and what he would get are two dif- 
ferent things, and the procedures being used in these loan cases is 
for the RFC as fiscal agent to set the salaries. 

Mr. Lanrarr. Mr. Chairman, what does the witness mean by the 
statement that the loan was not approved ¢ 

Mr. Davirn. Has not been consummated. That was what I said. 

Mr. Lantrarr. What do you mean by that ¢ 

Mr. Davrin. One of the terms of the loan is that the applicant raise 
a million dollars in private capital and pay it into the fiscal agency 
before any disbursements are made on the loan. 

Mr. Benper. Do you think a million-dollar investment or loan is 
sufficient to warrant the loan of $8,000,000 4 

Mr. Davin. Well, sir this loan application and action was re- 
viewed by Mr. Creedon, by Mr. Harrison, by Mr. Gibson, Mr. Har- 
rison’s assistant, and the amount of private capital being injected 
here was a point of discussion there and was a decision made by that 
group there. I think it is roughly a ratio of 12 percent, or something 
like that. That was the condition of the loan. And until that is done, 
there will be no disbursements, no loan made. 

Mr. Harpy. Let’s get back to the certificate of necessity for a mo- 
ment and try to dispose of that. I don’t know there is much more we 

‘an do with that because we will have to await the receipt of this 
infor mation which you have promised to get for us. But the granting 
of a certificate of necessity and the approval of a loan are two sepa- 
rate functions, are they not? 

Mr. Davin. That is right, si 
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Mr. Harpy. With whom did you confer other than in your own 
organization in connection with the wisdom of granting a certificate 
of necessity ¢ 

Mr. Davin. With no one except our own organization. In order 
that this bureau, the Facilities Construction Bureau, not duplicate 
technical specialists in all of the industrial fields which are available 
in the Industry Operations Bureau, all of the necessity certificates 
operations are referred to specialists for examination there. Mr. 
McCoy and his staff. 

Mr. Harpy. You said you had conferences with nobody outside of 
your own organization in connection with the granting of a certificate 
of nec essity. 

Mr. Davin. No, sir. 

Mr. Harpy. Let’s take a look at the relationship between the grant- 
ing of a certificate of necessity and a loan. Would the question as to 
whether a certificate of necessity would be issued play any particular 
part in a decision to make a loan? 

Mr. Davin. Not necessarily, sir. 

Mr. Harpy. In other words, you would consider that the loan might 
be advisable whether or not a certificate of necessity were granted ¢ 

Mr. Davin. That could be. 

Mr. Harpy. On a new venture, would it be normal procedure to 
grant a loan even though a certificate of necessity were not granted ¢ 

Mr. Davurn. That certainly could happen under normal procedure 
in any specific case. 

Mr. Harpy. Unless the facility is considered to be necessary in the 
interest of the national defense, it would not qualify for a direct loan, 
would it? 

Mr. Davin. I believe that is a matter of personal opinion, sir; that 
phrase “necessity certificate” is perhaps an unfortunate one. 

Mr. Harpy. We are talking about tax amortization. 

Mr. Davin. That is right. What is really meant there is a neces- 
sity certificate for tax amortization and just that. 

Mr. Harpy. That is correct. 

Mr. Davin. It could very well be, as a matter of fact, that there 
are firms which are expanding which are not applying for necessity 
certificates. Conceivably, such a firm could be applying for a loan. 
And such a loan could be granted in the absence of a necessity certifi- 
cate. 

Mr. Harpy. That would bea rather unique sort of a situation, would 
it not? In the first place, the possible recovery of a loan might be 
governed to a considerable extent on whether or not tax amortization 
is granted. 

Mr. Davin. Yes. 

Mr. Butcer. May I clear up one point? 

Mr. Harpy. Yes; I will be glad to have anything cleared up that 
you can. 

Mr. Bureer. As a matter of practice, we require a tax-amortization 
certificate to be cleared when we are making a loan, because, as a part 
of the payment of the loan, we require that the excess profits that 
result from the issuance of tax amortization be applied to repayment 
of the loan. 

Mr. Harpy. And it is something of a policy which you follow, then ? 
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Mr. Buteéer. It isa policy, a practical lending policy. 
Mr. Harpy. So the proposition that Mr. Davlin was talking about 
hypothetical proposition that could not be done under existing 
Olicy 4 
Mr. Buveer. It is entirely possible, but, as a matter of sound lend- 
ing policy, we have followed that policy. 
Mr. Harpy. So, unless you granted a certificate of necessity in this 
case, you couldn’t have made a loan? 
Mr. Buucer. This is a practice. We could have. 
Mr. Harpy. Under your existing policy ? 
Mr. Buxecer. This is a practice, not a policy. 
Mr. Harpy. What is the difference ? 
Mr. Buicer. A policy is something that you follow almost in 
variaoly in all cases; a practice is something that may not be followed 


inalleases. In making a loan there are cerain practices, but a policy Vv 
is something that is public ly stated and is followed vene rally. A prac 


tice, on the other hand, may not be followed generally. 

Mr. Harpy. You are beginning to split hairs now. 

Mr. Buueer. There is a difference. 

Mr. Casey. How many direct loans have been granted under 302? 

Mr. Bunerr. Nineteen. 

Mr. Casey. Have you granted any of those loans without a cer- 
tificate being issued, a certificate of necessity ! 

Mr. Harver. Yes. 

Mr. Casey. How many? 

Mr. Harver. I would say at least four or five. 

Mr. Harpy. For plant construction and expansion ¢ 

Mr. Harrer. No, sir. 

Mr. Harpy. How would you grant a certificate of necessity on a 
working capital loan, for instance ¢ 

Mr. Harper. You wouldn't. But we have issued loans without 
certificates of necessity. 

Mr. Casey. Have you issued any loans for plant construction not 
covered by a certificate of necessity 4 

Mr Harrer. Not yet, to my knowledge. 

Mr. Casey. So that so far, this practice is a policy; isn’t it? I mean 
it is followed 100 percent. 

Mr. Buverr. It is a practice. It might be varied. 

Mr. Casry. Do you require as part of that practice not only that 
the certificate of nec essity be issued, but the ap yplicant take full advan- 
tage of that certificate during the course of the 5 years ¢ 

Mr. Buicer. That is right. That depends upon the financial cir- 
cumstances of the loan. None of these loans are gilt-edged loans. 
You understand that. 

Mr. Casry. Certainly. 

Mr. Buucer. If we did, by chance, get a gilt-edge loan, we might 
not require that. 

Mr. Harpy. ble chances are you wouldn't get a gilt-edge loan to 
start with. If it was gilt- edged, they could get it from somewhere 
else and the b: — would make the loan. 

Mr. Buucer. Of course, Congressman, that is the answer. 

Mr. Davin. Mr. Hardy, I seriously thought you were asking a 
theoret ie al quest lOn. 

Mr. Harpy. I do sometimes ask them. 
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Mr. Davin. That was what I took your question to be. 

Mr. Benver. f don’t want to ask a theoretical question. I want to 
ask a very practical question. Granting that everybody in this trans- 
action is honorable—and I have no reason to question that at all— 
how in the world can three gentlemen come in with 600 bucks and 
get a loan of $8 million and, as a result of getting that loan of $8 
million, which they have in hand, they can go out and possibly raise 
a million dollars and have some speculators or fellows provide a 
million bucks for them to go ahead with the Government in back of 
them ? 

Why, that is wonderful business. I would like to know something 
about that myself. I never dreamed that that was possible. 

Mr. Buxerer. Congressman, you can state it that way; yet, on the 
other hand, when the loan was made, it was a stipulation that they 
would raise $1 million of their own money and put it in there. They 
would have a substantial equity in the proposit ion. 

Mr. Harpy. You did make a provision under which they could 
give a second lien for that million dollars. 

Mr. Butcer. I don’t recall the details. 

Mr. Harper. Subordinated, and no payments could be made until 
our loan is paid. 

Mr. Harpy. That is equivalent to a second lien. You did not 
require that it be invested capital. 

Mr. Harper. That is right. 

Mr. Lanrarr. You say the certificate was granted December 9 
1950. When was the certificate en for? 

Mr. Davin. On November 10. The face of the application says 
November 9. 

Mr. Lantarr. There was about 30 days consumed in your shop in 
the mechanics of making this survey and approving this certificate. 

Mr. Davin. About that. 

Mr. Harpy. Longer than that. When was your certificate granted ? 

Mr. Davin. December 9. 

Mr. Lantarr. What policies do you follow in approving these 
certificates? By that I mean it is not a policy to determine that there 


is a shortage of facilities existing in the country that could produce 
this pipe? 


Mr. Davuin. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Lantarr. What effort was made to determine what facilities 
existed anywhere in the country for the production of this pipe? 

Mr. Davurn. Sir, the Indus try Operations Bureau in its various 
divisions is const antly— = 

Mr. Lanrarr. You are assuming they did it or you know they did it? 

Mr. Davin. I am not assuming it. They are constantly making 
so-called supply and demand and capacity studies. They are very 
thorough and very complete. They can tell you ve ry spec ifically what 
our tubular goods capacity is and what our requirements are going 
to be "ee specifically. 

Mr. Casey. Mr. Creedon, could I get some expression from you on 
the general policy in connection with the gr: anting of these direct 
loans? Is the policy as reflected in this NSRB regulation that was 
issued back on Se pte »mber 9 under the Executive order of Se pte »:mber 9, 
1950, the one? 

Mr. Creepon. Yes. I believe that is correct. 


, 
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Mr. Burerr. Is that a mimeographed sheet ? 

Mr. Casey. That is printed in the Federal Register. 

Mr. Butcer. That is the one. 

Mr. Casry. I would like to read section 601.19: 

Security: Loans shall be secured by sufficient collateral: Provided, however, 
That any case where the collateral is insufficient, if the managerial ability of the 
borrower, the potentiality of the profits of the enterprise, and other relevant 
factors bearing upon the ability of the borrower to repay shall reasonably assure 
the repayment of the loan, the loan may be made on a partially secured or wholly 
unsecured basis. 

Am I correct in assuming that this loan falls within that provision 
of those regulations ¢ 

Mr. Creepon. Yes. 

Mr. Casry. Am I further correct in assuming that it was the man- 
agerial ability of the borrower and the potentiality of profits that 
were deemed adequate to dispense with the security in this particu- 
lar case? 

Mr. Burerr. There was no dispensing with security, if I understand 
it, because we have security for the loan. 

Mr. Casry. The security is what ? 

Mr. Burger. The security is the complete plant. This is not an 
unsecured loan. 

Mr. Casey. The security is a mortgage on this plant that they are 
going to build with the money ? 

Mr. Butcer. That is right. 

Mr. Casey. And no completion bond to require them to complete 
this plant? 

Mr. Bucer. No. 

Mr. Casey. Was there any completion bond ? 

Mr. Burcer. That would be under the requirements of the fiscal 
agency. ‘The money is issued as shown to be needed, but there is no 
completion bond on the corporation to build a plant as such. 

Mr. Casey. Did the RFC make any recommendation with respect 
to a completion bond ¢ 

Mr. Burerr. That I do not know. 

Mr. Casey. Doesn’t your record show that ? 

Mr. Buierr. They act as our fiscal agent after the loan is made. 
They act as though we hired a bank or someone else to build and com- 
plete the facilities. 

Mr. Casey. Don’t they act as your fiscal agent in making the pre- 
liminary credit investigation which also contains recommendations as 
to the security and managerial ability and potentiality of profits of 
these enterprises ? 

Mr. Burger. They investigate for us. 

Mr. Casey. What was the recommendation in this case ¢ 

Mr. Buteer. The recommendation of the RFC was to decline the 
loan. 

Mr. Casry. Can you summarize briefly their basis for declining this 
loan ? 

Mr. Butéer. I think we can dig that up for you. Do you have the 
RFC report here? We have several reports from them. This is dated 
January 5, 1951. 


Agency examiner recommended that loan be declined for the following reasons: 
1. The loan would not accomplish the purposes for which it is intended because, 
according to our investigation and analysis (a) the actual cost of the building, 
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machinery, and equipment, in our opinion, will exceed applicant’s estimate; (0) 
applicant has not provided sufficient working capital to meet the abnormal 
operating costs which will surely prevail while the new facilities are being 
adjusted and new help is being trained; and (c) applicant shows no source from 
which to obtain such additional funds as may be needed. 

2. Applicant’s estimate of net profits appears high as compared with earnings 
of other large and well-established steel and tube companies, making it doubtful 
that the loan could be repaid in accordance with its terms. 

3. The three principals who will comprise the active management have only 
a nominal investment in applicant corporation. 

Those are the conditions under which they declined it. Those are 
not the conditions under which the loan was made. 

Mr. Benpver. Are you inclined now to agree with those conclusions ? 

Mr. Burcer. As they were made at that time possibly they were 
correct. As the loan is proposed to be made, these conditions do not 
apply. 

Let’s take it that the three principals who comprise the active 
management had only a nominal investment in the applicant cor- 
poration. That condition has been changed. They are now required 
to put in a million dollars. 

Mr. Harpy. They are not required to put in a million dollars. 
They are required to go out and do some promoting and get a million 
dollars from somewhere and under what consideration you haven’t 
made any requirements. 

Mr. Bureer. That is correct, Congressman. Private money, out- 
side money, to the extent of a million dollars has to be put into this. 
Some private party has to have a substantial interest in this. How 
they get the money and what terms they raise it on are something 
I don’t know. 

Mr. Harpy. So you are requiring a 10- or 12-percent equity ? 

Mr. Burcer. That is right. 

Mr. Harpy. In a facility that hasn’t even been built and in which 
there has been no deduction for promotional costs or expenses and in 
which you know that, by the time the thing is completed, you will 
have a substantial depreci lation unless you want to base it on con- 
tinually increasing prices, which, God knows, I hope we don’t have 
to go through w ith. 

Mr. Burerr. Going into this, Congressman, we have an expand- 
ing market in the product. These are arguments aside from the fact 
that it is material that is needed for the defense effort, and Mr. 
Fleischmann explained our conception of the “defense effort.” Here 
is material that is needed. It is not only material that is needed; it 
is premium material, because the pipe these people are to manufacture 
takes a premium of $15 to $20 a ton. 

Mr. Harpy. But you are making an assumption that this plant 
will be able to produce that premium product and produce it effi- 
ciently and effectively, and you are basing your prediction, you are 
predicating your whole argument, on the capabilities of the promoters 
of this venture; isn’t that about correct ? 

When you boil it down, unless you have that, you don’t have any 
premium product. 

Mr. Buieer. Congressman, you are perfectly correct in saying that 
the success of any enterprise depends upon the management. 

Mr. Harpy. That is one of the factors and also depends on whether 
you have enough money. 
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Mr. Buucer. That is correct. 

Mr. Harpy. RFC contended also there wouldn’t be enough money 
involved to do this job. 

Mr. Buucer. That was one of the reasons why the million dollars 
was required to be put into this enter pr ise, so there would be e nough. 

Mr. Harpy. Did you make an analysis to dete ‘mine whether that 
million dollars was going to be e nough ¢ 

Mr. Buncer. Yes, we did. 

Mr. Benper. Don’t you think, Mr. Bulger, these people have a 
oe net advantage when they gel a certificate with the conditions 

nvolved in connection with the issuance of that certificate and a loan 
for $8 million, even though they only have $600 themselves, that they 
could get a million dollars with that, with the United States Govern 
ment in back of them to the extent of a certificate and $8 million, to 
go ahead and develop this enterprise / 

Mr. Burerr. I think no one can deny that, Congressman, if they 
have an agreement and there is a loan, the *y could probab ly raise that 
money. Whether they can or not, I don’t know, but we have re- 
quired it. 

Mr. Lanrarr. Do you rely on the RFC for financial and fiscal 
advice in connection with these loans as you do on the Industry Op- 
erations Bureau for certain other recommendations ¢ 

Mr. Buteer. No. 

Mr. Harpy. You accept your Industry Operations Bureau auto- 
matically without going behind the scenes, but you do not believe 
RFC, so you check that yourself. 

Mr. Butcer. We do not accept their recommendations unqualifiedly 
at all. 

Mr. Lanrarr. Why, if you consider the RFC as your fiscal agent, 
when they went into that from a financial st: andpoint and recom- 
mended that $214 million be required, do you lower it to $1 million 
as a condition precedent to granting it? 

Mr. Buueer. I don’t think so. The loan here was a loan for 
$6,985,000. ‘There is more money in the proposition now. There is 
SS.SOO.000 now. 

Mr, Lanrarr. As I recall the testimony yesterday, RFC recom- 
mended to you $2144 million be put into there before a loan be made 
if it should be made. 

Mr. Burerr. I don’t recall that $214 million, Congressman, but 
they are satisfied there is enough money in it now. 

Mr. Lanrarr. Let’s get the answer to that question. Didn’t the 
RFC mention yesterday that, if, notwithstanding the fact that this 
is not a sound loan, nevertheless, national defense requires it, they 
thought these were the minimum requirements: (1) that $214 million 
should be put up, and (2) a performance bond should be required. 
In each instance, although the national defense was considered, the 
RIC recommendations were completely ignored. 

Mr. Burerr. They were not completely ignored. They were 
considered. 

Mr. Lanrarr. Why did you lower to $1 million ? 

Mr. Bunerer. We think the loan as it stands now is enough and the 
estimates that have come in since then show we're right. 

Mr. Lantarr. What other consultants did you consult, with regard 
to the financial soundness of the loan ? 
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Mr. Butcer. We had our own staff. 

Mr. Lanrarr. Your people here? 

Mr. Bureer. Mr. Harper has a staff and, in my opinion, they are 
competent to rule on this. 

Mr. Harpy. The three of you gentlemen, I take it, are the ones 
who have the responsibility for reducing this down ies $214 million 
and dete rmininge that, after they got the $1 million in ad litien to the 
money that the Government was going to put up, they would have 
enough money to run this little thing. 

Let’s have a little background as to your knowledge and financial 
experience and experience in steel operation of each of you gentle- 
yen. 

Mr. Casry. Let’s begin with the man who signed the approval of 
the loan. 

Mr. Buterr. I signed it. 

Mr. Casey. I believe Mr. Harper signed the loan approval. 

Mr. Harrer. I signed the loan recommendation. 

Mr. Casty. Who else’s signature is on there besides yours / 

Mr. Bureer. At the time Mr. Creedon was sick, I was Acting 
Assistant Administrator. My signature is on there. 

Mr. Harpy. What is your background of exper! ience in the field 
of finance 4 

Mr. Buucer. I have been a consulting engineer. I have written 
reports on set-ups that had to do with new enterprises. I am an 
engineer basically, but we engineers get into the development of 
enterprises. 

Mr. Harpy. How long have you been with the NPA? 

Mr. Buicer. About 3 months. 

Mr. Harpy. What was your previous activity / 

Mr. Burcer. I was with a firm of general contractors, Mason & 
Hanger. They are probably the oldest general contractors in the 
business. 

Mr. Harpy. You are fairly familiar with the required financing 
in the manufacture of steel tubing ? 

Mr. Buierr. I am not an expert on steel manufacture. I don’t 
intend to propose myself as that. 

Mr. Harpy. Are you an expert on financing of new businesses 

Mr. Buteer. I wouldn't call myself an expert on that. 

Mr. Harpy. Let’s find out who is the expert. Mr. Harper, are you 
the expert on that? 

Mr. Harrer. I wouldn’t say I am an expert. 

Mr. Harpy. You gentlemn reversed RFC and we want to find out 
who it is that is the expert who reversed RFC. 

Mr. Harrer. I feel qualified to write up the terms and conditions 
for a loan to safeguard the principal. 

Mr. Harpy. How long have you been with the Government ? 

Mr. Harrer. Since December. 

Mr. Harpy. Actually, then, neither of you gentlemen came into 
NPA until after this loan application was filed. 

Mr. Harper. That is right. 

Mr. Bureer. That is right. 

Mr. Harpy. What is your previous experience, Mr. Harper? 

Mr, Harper. Investment banking since 1921. 
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Mr. Harpy. Investment banking represents a wide field of activi- 
ties. I have known people who listed that as their occupation who 
were not more than security salesmen. I am not inferring that applies 
to you. I think we need clarification. 

Mr. Harper. I have been in the underwriting game—municipal and 
corporate sides—buying and selling, setting up deals, refunding. 

Mr. Harpy. Have you been concerned with the underwriting of a 
steel tubing manufacturing plant? 

Mr. Harper. No, sir. 

Mr. Harpy. Have you ever done any underwriting for any steel 
manufacturing ? 

Mr. Harrer. No, sir. 

Mr. Benper. Mr. Chairman, the gentleman listed as the moving 
spirit in this company, the president, as I understand, was 

Mr. Harpy. If you would defer that until we get through with this 
phase. 

Mr. Benper. I am trying to get from these gentlemen, whom I con- 
sider to be responsible, the responsibility of the persons. 

Mr. Harpy. Before we do that, let’s dispose of this phase that Mr. 
Lantaff opened up here, and I think you have a perfectly appropriate 
point to raise now. 

How about you, Mr. Davlin?) What is your background in the field 
of finance and in the field of steel making ? 

Mr. Daviin. None in the field of steel making and none in the field 
of finance, I have been a Government employee since I left col- 
lege. My training was in the field of economics and my work as an 
economist has had to do very largely with industrial development 
of regions and States. 

Mr. Harpy. But you don’t pose as an expert on finance ? 

Ir. Davin. No, sir. Nor did I do the analytical work in the field 
of finance that went behind the proposal here, sir, but, as one of Mr. 
Creedon’s staff, I was serving him. I have reviewed the terms as they 
developed and, in my perhaps inadequate judgment, but from an eco- 
nomic standpoint, from the availability of labor, raw materials, from 
the market need, it struck me as a sound and sensible proposal. 

Mr. Harpy. Do you feel qualified to substitute your judgment for 
the judgme nt of the RFC people who have been experienced in this 
type of business over a matter of years 

Mr. Davin. I would not regard it as out of line if my so resace 
here were to second-guess the RFC in this instance. I do think, 
however, that in large part, the recommendations of the RFC, as T 
understand them, were followed here. 

Mr. Harpy. Let’s get back to Mr. Harper. Mr. Harper, you dis- 
claim any experience in the steel business. You say you have been in 
the investment banking business and you had some experience in un- 
derwriting. I think it might be well that we have a little more detail 
on that background. I want to find out what are the qualifications 
of the people who overrode the fiscal agent of NPA in this case. 

Mr. Harrrer. Did what, sir? 

Mr. Harpy. Overruled RFC, who is the fiscal agent for the NPA. 

Mr. Harrer. They will be when the loan is executed. 

Mr. Harpy. They were the agent in assembling credit data and 
that sort of business. 

Mr. Harper. That is correct. They make a field survey for 1 














(ermal laa ena 


<a Peano 


CERTIFICATES OF NECESSITY AND DEFENSE LOANS 147 


Mr. Harpy. And they submitted recommendations which are in 
keeping with the policies which have been set forth for the handling 
of these loans? 

Mr. Harrer. That is correct. 

Mr. Harpy. Would you give us a little bit more on the basis you 
were willing to substitute your judgment for the judgment of RFC? 

Mr. Harper. You mentioned the management. We have a manage 
ment clause here, that the management may be kicked out if the man- 
agement is not satisfactory to the fiscal agent and to us with 30 days’ 
notice. There are clauses throughout our certificate: that does not 
make it as loose as you might think it to be. 

Mr. Casey. Did you know who the manager was going to be when 
you granted the loan? 

Mr. Harper. We knew the management as listed. 

Mr. Harpy. You were satisfied with them as of that time ? 

Mr. Harrer. But if they weren't satisfactory, they could be re 
moved. That goes into every loan we make. 

Mr. Harpy. I would like to go back to the fiscal side of the loan 
rather than the management. We want to get to the management, 
too. 

I want to find out the basis for the substitution of your judgment, 
apparently the judgment of you three men—if that is not correct, I 
would like that implemented. 

Mr. Butcer. I want to tell you that I had further qualifications. 
I was Director of Engineering for the Public Works Administration 
for several years, 

Mr. Harpy. I do not know whether that would qualify you. 

Mr. Butorr. I think you would if you looked over the portfolio of 
loans they had. It was a very successful record. I am talking about 
the Public Works Administration, and I think the record of that 
portfolio was sufficient evidence to qualify anyone to pass on this out- 
side of claiming to be a financial expert. 

Mr. Harpy. I thought you said you didn’t claim to be a financial 
expert. 

Mr. Buterr. I said “outside of claiming to be a financial expert.” 
Iam anengineer. We are used to dealing with this sort of job. 

Mr. Sueiiey. That was quite an enginering job. 

Mr. Harpy. I would like to get a little bit more information from 
Mr. Harper. You know, Mr. Harper, I mentioned a while ago that 
investment banking covers a wide area of activity and you and I 
know that. 

Mr. Harper. That is correct. 

Mr. Harpy. I have no personal knowledge of your background, but, 
in view of the fact that so many people can legitimately come under 
the classification of investment banking experience, I think that it 
might be a profit if we could get a little bit more of an idea of your 
associations. Sometimes fly-by-night promoters classify themselves 
as investment bankers. I am not attributing that to you at all. I 
don’t want to be misunderstood. But I want to be sure that we get 
into the record here the information which will absolutely eliminate 
any such suposition on the part of anybody. 

Mr. Harrer. I started in the investment banking business with 
Harris Trust & Savings Bank in Chicago, hardly fly-by-night; the 
Detroit Trust Co. of Detroit; the Guardian Guaranty Co. of De- 
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troit; John C. Grier & Co., New York; Wilmerding & Co., New 
York. 

Mr. Harpy. In the course of those activities—that is beginning 
to straighten things out a little bit for us—I believe you indicated 
that you had no experience whatever in the financing of any steel 
operations. 

Mr. Harper. I never did. 

Mr. Harpy. In this case that we have, we had your financial back- 
ground with Mr. Bulger’s engineering background coordinated as a 
substitute for RFC’s judgment. 

Mr. Harrer. When you are given certain factors to work with, with 
the experience I have had, I can set up a deal which, if it is sound, I 
can set up on a sound basis. 

Mr. Lantarr. What type of securities did you buy and sell for 
these companies ? 

Mr. Harver. Municipal and corporate. 

Mr. Lantarr. Mostly municipal and corporate. 

Mr. Harrer. Yes, sir. Railroads. Reorganizations. 

Mr. Lantarr. What company were you with at the time you came 
to the Government in December 1950 ? 

Mr. Harper. I wasn’t with a company. I was down at Charlottes- 
ville, Va. 

Mr. Harpy. You were in a good State. 

Mr. Benper. I don’t know anything about the investment banking 
business, but I believe it is essential that you determine the experience 
of the people and their qualifications to some degree and their actual 
take over a period of years, what was done and how they managed 
their business and whether or not their businesses went bankrupt and 
whether they were thriving businesses, and so on. Did you take that 
all into consideration with respect to your dealings with these people ? 

Mr. Harrver. I think there was a report as to their background. 

Mr. Harpy. Are you wholly satisfied with that ? 

Mr. Harvrr. If there was any doubt in our minds, we strengthened 
our mMahagement agreement. 

Mr. Harpy. Was there any doubt in your mind? 

Mr. Harrer. The only doubt in my mind was when the application 
originally was filed and the application to which the RFC originally 
got out the report, was for a loan of $5,200,000, $1,000,000 of whic h 
was working capital. ‘That was the original application, the one on 
which the RFC vave its report. 

Mr. Harpy. I am talking about qualifications of the individual 
people, the point that Mr. Bender raised, the individuals who were 
stockholders of the corporation. Were you satisfied of the capabili- 
ties of this group to go ahead with a successful proposition ? 

Mr. Harrver. It was felt they could if they got sufficient money to 
build a plant. 

Mr. Harpy. You were familiar with the background of the promo- 
tional activities of one or more of these three incorporators ? 

Mr. Harper. I had seen it in the RFC report. 

Mr. Harpy. Had you seen it in the hearings of the Senate commit- 
tee back in 1941 and 1942 in connection with some organizations that 
these individuals were then sponsoring ? 

Mr. Harrver. No, sir. 











CERTIFICATES OF NECESSITY AND DEFENSE LOANS 149 


Mr. Harpy. And you are not familiar with the background of Mr. 
Dowd? 

Mr. Davuin. I have here a copy of this Vulcan Iron Works, his 
connection with it as vice president. 

Mr. Harpy. You are familiar also with Mr. Dowd’s connection with 
the Empire Ordnance Corp. / 

Mr. Davuin. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Benper. Ordnance Instrument Corp. ? 

Mr. Lanrarr. Let’s ask what happened to each of those companies. 

Mr. Harpy. Are you familiar with the record of accomplishment of 
those companies ¢ 

Mr. Davitn. I believe most of it was after he left. 

Mr. Harpy. What was that? 

Mr. Davuin. I said he had left the Vulean Iron Works. 

Mr. Harpy. He had left the Vulcan Iron Works. Are you familiar 
with the circumstances under which he left that outfit ? 

Mr. Davin. Lam not familiar with it ; no, sir. 

Mr. Harpy. Are any of you gentlemen familiar with it? 

Mr. Lantarr. Did you check prior to approval of this loan of some 
7 or 8 million dollars ? 

Mr. Buiger. Check the complete background ? 

Mr. LAnrAFr. On this man. 

Mr. Butcer. No: we didn’t go back to that. We didn’t go back to 
any hearings. 

Mr. LanraFr. Without reference to any hearings. 

Mr. Benper. Are you aware of his association with Frank Cohen? 

Mr. Harper. There is something in the RFC report to that effect. 

Mr. Casry. Isn’t mention made in the RFC report of these hearings 
the chairman referred to ? 

Mr. Harper. I don’t recall. 

Mr. Casey. You received all the reports that the RFC made on this 
venture ¢ 

Mr. Harper. Yes,sir. Isay “yes.” I suppose we have. 

Mr. Casry. Included among those reports was there a brief back- 
ground of each of these three men ? 

Mr. Harper. Yes, sir. 

Mr. CASEY. I wonder if you would look at the background of Mr. 
Benjamin 8S. Dowd as contained in that report. 

Mr. Harpy. My only purpose in pursuing this was to determine the 
basis upon which NPA considered that there was a likelihood of a sue- 
cessful and satisfactory management. That is the only purpose I have 
in pursuing this angle. 

Mr. Meaper. Mr. Chairman, may I ask a question ? 

Mr. Harpy. Yes. 

Mr. Meaper. Was any record made or memorandum made of the 
reasons for NPA differing from the recommendations of the RFC? 

Mr. Butcer. I don’t think there is any specific report or memo- 
randum that recorded that. 

Mr. Meaper. My point is this, Mr. Bulger: RFC not only made 
recommendations for declining this loan, but they specifically stated 
why. showing the facts and the considerations which, in their judg- 
ment. added up to the conclusion that it was a bad loan. You people 
overruled their judgment and concluded that it was a vood loan. Do 
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you have any similar record of the facts and reasons which impelled 
you to the conclusion that it was a desirable loan ¢ 

~ Mr. Buucer. No; other than the fact that the loan, as it has finally 
come out, is a different proposition than the one on which this re- 
port which I read was made. 

Mr. Meaper. Watever your conclusion was, do you have any memo- 
randum of the facts and reasons and considerations which impelled 
you to the conclusion, whatever it was? 

* Mr. Buierr. We very simply analyzed the loan and we have such 
an analysis as we approved it. That is all. 

Mr. Mi ApeR. Don’t you think it would be desirable when you are 
dealing with public funds to have a factual record of the basis of your 
determination ? 

Mr. Buierr. We do have it in the report, but not a specific memo- 
randum as to why we differed with the RFC. 

Mr. Meaper. | am not talking about your conclusions. ‘That is in 
the record. But I am talking about the factual basis for your con 
clusions. 

Mr. Burerr. That is in a report as to why we approved the loan. 

Mr. Mraper. Do we have that report ? 

Mr. Harpy. No. I oe we should be furnished with a copy. I 
think RFC testified it didn’t meet any of their requirements for a 
loan under their aka ization and they stipulated certain considera- 
tions whiel a in its judgment, should be required in the event a loan 
was made by NPA, and the thing we have been trying to find out is 
this. I am not taking the position that RFC was right and NPA 
was wrong, but I am trying to find out what was their basis for de- 
termining that RFC was wrong and for modifying their recom- 
mendation. 

Mr. Mraper. Do you have such a memorandum ? 

Mr. Burterr. Yes. We have a memorandum that was made setting 
forth the basis for making the loan. 

Mr. Meaper. Would you give us the ‘date? We have a memo- 
randum. 

Mr. Burerr. This is dated January 27, 1951. It is to the National 
Security Resources Board from Facilities Construction Bureau, sub- 
ject LAC 1, Hazelton Steel & Tubing Corp. It states the nature of 
the business, the purpose, the need for proposed facilities, credit state- 
ment. 

Mr. Mraper. We have that memorandum, Mr. Bulger, but it doesn’t 
contain a factual basis for your decision. It does contain the terms 
and conditions upon which the loan was recommended, but I was ask- 
ing for something that would precede the decision, such as the memo- 
randum which RFC furnished this committee. 

Mr. Buncrr. No. 

Mr. Mraper. Do vou have an additional memorandum to the one 
you referred to, which the committee already has in its files? 

Mr. Bunecrr. Nothing, except something that would state the need 
for the project. 

Mr. Meaprer. Do you have any working papers which vou use for 
your own internal purposes, noting the investigations you made of 
the desirability of this particular loan ? 

Mr. Burerr. Yes. 
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Mr. Benpver. Mr. Bulger, don’t you think, in the light of recent 
headlines in newspapers regarding the RFC, that if this doesn’t meas- 
ure up to RFC standards, the committee has a right to raise their eye- 
brows collectively ? 

Mr. Bureer. Under the circumstances, Congressman, I cannot but 
agree with you; but, on the other hand, I am firmly convinced that 
this is a desirable loan to make. 

Mr. Benper. Even with the 600 bucks they have to start with 
originally ? 

Mr. Buteer. Yes. There are other factors which, if I may, I will 
explain. Here is an area which has had serious unemployment, The 
men who are idle can be put to work through the granting of this 
loan, and they can be put to work in a defense plant. 

Mr. Benper. I understand they want to use a race track, the value of 
which they put in as $100,000 for 27 acres, and the RFC says it is 
actually worth $13,000. 

Mr. Buicer. The RFC is the fiscal agent and it will not permit them 
to pay more than a reasonable value. It is their job as fiscal agent 
to see that this money is spent properly. 

Mr. Benver. You have raised a point that hasn’t been raised be- 
fore in connection with this, that there is an unemployment situation 
inthis area. Where did that enter in the picture ? 

Mr. Buteéer. It was present in the application and verified by the 
Department of Commerce. 

Mr. Benper. Who verified it? 

Mr. Buteer. Mr. Davlin can give you better information than I 
can on that. He has previously been investigating that sort of thing 
for the Department of Commerce. 

Mr. Benper. All right, Mr. Davlin. 

Mr. Davin. The Department of Labor breaks down the Nation 
in what are called labor markets, labor market areas—some 150 of 
them—and it keeps a monthly count of employment and unemploy- 
ment in those areas. 

This labor-market area is known as the Wilkes Barre-Hazleton la- 
bor-market area. I have before me a regular periodic report of the 
Department of Labor, Bureau of Employment Security, dated Jan- 
uary 30, which shows all of the areas all over the country and the 
status of employment in them. 

This particular area is the heart of the anthracite area of Penn- 
sylvania. 

Mr. Harpy. Did you dig this information up of your own efforts 
or where did it come from? How did it get into your files? 

Mr. Davuin. I receive these materials regul: rly from the Depart- 
ment of Labor. 

Mr. Harpy. This was dug up by you from the files of the Depart- 
ment of Labor and not presented by somebody from the outside? 

Mr. Davin. That is right. 

Mr. Benper. You find considerable unemployment in that area? 

Mr. Davin. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Benper. Due to strikes in the mines? 

Mr. Davin. No, sir; due to the decline in anthracite mining. May 
I hold forth for just a moment on that ? : 

Mr. Haxpy. Go ahead, sir. 
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Mr. Davutyn. This is the heart of the anthracite area of Pennsyl- 
vania, which has been in dire trouble. We made a study of this area 
for Congressman Fenton back in 1948. We found then in Schuylkill 
County that there was the highest employment we ever knew in the 
Nation, yet in this county there were 18,000 unemployed people, most 
of them men, and a large percentage of them veterans. 

In 1917, which was the peak year of anthracite production, this 
general anthracite area produced a little over 100 million tons. In 
1945, it produced 56. rae 

In 1914, which was the peak of employment in the anthracite mining, 
there were 181,000 jobs in anthracite mining. In 1945 there were 
T6000, 

So that there was a decline in total production and employment. 
In addition to that, through mechanization, the output per miner 
increased from 430 tons a year in 1899 to 735 tons per year in 1945. 

In this particular labor-market-area today there are roughly 12,- 
VUU unemployed. 

Mr. Harpy. Am I to understand from this discussion that the basis 
for deciding to approve this loan was because of depressed economic 
conditions where the plant was to be located / 

Mr. Davin. No, sir. 

Mr. Bureer. No. 

Mr. Harpy. Why did that enter into consideration ¢ 

Mr. Davurs. The utilization of manpower is a vital thing to the 
program. 

Mr. Harpy. It is. There might be justification from the stand- 
point of the economics of the area to have a plant put there. Whether 
it is justified under the provisions of this act is something else. 

Mr. Davurn. That is very true, sir. 

Mr. Harpy. You just said that the economic condition of the area 
was not a factor in deciding to grant the loan, and then you turn 
right around and say the utilization of the manpower in that area was 
a factor in granting the loan. 

Mr. Davuiin. The utilization of manpower is certainly an impor- 
tant thing. 

Mr. Harpy. Of course, it is important. There isn’t any argument 
about that. Iam just trying to find out where that factor enters into 
the granting of a direct loan under the Defense Production Act. 

Mr. Burcer. I can explain that. That was not the controlling fac- 
tor, It was a factor. If the plant happens to be in an area that has 
manpower available that otherwise might not be utilized, it is an im- 
portant factor to consider. 

Mr. Harpy. I will give you another illustration. You approved a 
certificate of necessity for the construction of a plant in Newark, Del., 
a big plant that will employ an awful lot of people. Did the man- 
power factor enter into that decision? Did the manpower situation 
in that area influence the granting of the certificate of necessity ? 

Mr. Butcrr. You have me there. I don’t recall the circumstances. 

Obviously, if a plant comes along in an area that has unemploy- 
ment and where it is shown that in the last world war there was still 
unemployment in that area, it is desirable to have a plant in that area 
and put people to work in defense work. 

Mr. Harpy. It may well be that this plant will be a godsend for that 
community and that something of this nature is badly needed in that 
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community, and er it is true that we should try to utilize 
the manpower of the N vation as best we can, but I am trying to see 
where it fits into this picture, and I am trying to find out also what 
outside influences were brought to bear in reversing the RFC’s posi- 
tion and granting what on the surface at least appears to be a most 
unusual type of loan, where people with $600 investment get control 
of $8,000,000 of taxpayers’ money. 

Mr. Buteer. You have brought up a point about outside influences 
brought to bear in reversing the RFC position. There were no out- 
side influences. No one except the principals dealt with me. There 
was no intermediaries. 

Mr. Harpy. You are not aware of any intermediary having any 
contact with you in the approval of the loan ? 

Mr. Butcer. No; just those three people who are principals in the 
matter, 

Mr. Harpy. Mr. Harper, does that same statement apply to you, and 
IT am calling attention to the fact that this committee is not out hunt- 
ing for anybody to pin anything on. If we were, we would have put 
you under oath. But I am trying to look for information, and I have 
some information to the contr: ary, I want to say to you. 

Mr. Harper, are you aware of any outside influences whatever other 
than the people involved in this particular application / 

Mr. Harper. No, sir. 

Mr. Harpy. Mr. Creedon, I would like to ask you the same question. 

Mr. Creepon. No, sir. 

Mr. Harpy. Mr Harper, I want to ask you one other question You 
have been in the investment banking business over a long period of 
vears. You have indicated connections with some old-established 
institutions. Did you ever before have prese ‘nted to you a prospectus 
for an 8- or 10-million-dollar corporation in which the owners had 
only $600 invested ? 

Mr. Harrer. I do not believe I ever did. 

Mr. Harpy. Yet you consider yourself qualified to approve such a 
loan. What would you have done when you were in the investment- 
banking business if someone came to you with a proposition of this 
kind ¢ 

Mr. Harrer. I would have put conditions in that loan the same as I 
put in here. 

Mr. Harpy. Did you ever find an operator of a business who had no 
more than a nominal investment in it who was particularly concerned 
about the amount of investment others had? Isn’t that one of the 
criteria of any sound business enterprise ¢ 

Mr. Harrer. Not necessarily. It is a big one, but it isn’t necessarily 
the final one. 

Mr. Harpy. It is one of the basic criteria. 

Mr. Harper. That is correct. 

Mr. Harpy. And unless you have people who have a history of per- 
formance, a history of integrity and of capabilities, it would be a very 
dubious judgment to approve a financial structure in which he had no 
personal investment of consequence ¢ 

Mr Harrer. We provide that a million dollars would go in. 

Mr. Harpy. You didn’t provide that a single member of the operat- 
ing family would have another dollar of investment. 

Mr. Harper. That is correct ; we did not. 
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Mv. Harpy. So that you did not in any manner increase the ac- 
countability or the over-all loss which might be attributable to any- 
one in the management family. 

Mr. Harper. If anyone loaned them a million dollars, they cer- 
tainly would have confidence in them. 

Mr. Harpy. Does that necessarily follow 4 

Mr. Casey. Would it have been possible, Mr. Harper, to have re- 
quired some personal guaranties behind this loan 4 

Mr. Harerer. To my knowledge, it wouldn’t be worth very much. 

Mr. Casey. Why not 

Mr. Harver. I know nothing about the personal wealth of the men 
backing it. 

Mr. Harpy. You didn’t investigate that / 

Mr. Casry. Is that not in the RFC report? Is it not a fact that 
the Dun & Bradstreet report showed that the president of this com- 
anv had a net worth of $100,000 ¢ 

Mr. Harper. If it is in the report, it must be true. 

Mr. Harpy. You didn’t concern yourself with the financial ability 
of the three men who were involved ? 

Mr. Harrrer. Perhaps not as much as I should have. I was look- 
ing at the proposition and whether it was a proper loan and essential 
to the defense effort. 

Mr. Harpy. Would you have committed the resources of any in- 
vestment banking firm with which you have previously been connected 
toa proposition of this nature ? 

Mr. Harver. If it were properly safeguarded, ves, sir. 

Mr. Harpy. With only a $600 investment by the owners? 

Mr. Casey. Let me clear up the record here for a minute. On the 
basis on which the recommendations of RFC were second-guessed by 
NPA, are you familiar with a letter of January 15, 1951, addressed to 
Mr. Creedon by the Secretary of RFC, in which their specific rec- 
ommendations were made with respect to this loan ¢ 

Mr. Harper. Not from that description. 

Mr. Davirn. That is the transmittal. 

Mr. Casey. It refers to the terms and conditions upon which they 
recommend the loan should be granted if it were determined that it 
were absolutely essential in the interest of national defense. 

Mr. Harper. Is that a letter / 

Mr. Casry. Yes; of January 15, 1951. 

Mr. Daviin. Those suggestions would be in their report. 

Mr. Casey. Is it not a fact that they suggested that, if the loan had 
to be granted, it should require $214 million of equity capital and a 
completion bond guaranteeing the completion of the building and the 
machinery and equipment ? 

Mr. Buneer. Yes. Here is the letter. 

Mr. Casry. I got the impression that the reasons for the reduction 
of that $214 million was because the amount of the loan had been in- 
creased : is that correct ? 

Mr. Burger. The amount of the loan was increased. You are cor- 
rect. 

Mr. Casry. Am I correct in the impression that the more money 
the Government puts in, the less money the people should put in as 
equity capital ? 
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Mr. Buucer. That is right. That comes out with the total amount 
required. 

Mr. Casey. If it was stepped up higher, you wouldn't need the 
million dollars ? 

Mr. Butcer. You would need the million dollars to get owner’s 
equity in the thing. 

Mr. Casey. Are you people aware of the arrangements made to 
supply the million dollars ? 

Mr. Br LGeR. I am not personally aware of how they are going to 
raise the mone Vy. 

Mr. Casey. Are you, Mr. Harper? 

Mr. H ARPER. | have been told the arrangements to be made. I have 
not seen final arrangements. 

Mr. Casry. When were those arrangements made with respect to the 
date that your loan was approved? Before or afterward / 

Mr. H arPER. They were working on it during the pe ‘riod the loan 
was approved. They said they would come in with it, but they had 
to have the amendment for the loan before they could get the commit- 
ment: that is, the commitment for the loan. 

Mr. Harpy. Then you were aware of the type of financing they 
would use to raise the million dollars at the time you approved the 
loan ? 

Mr. Harper. That is right. 

Mr. SHELLEY. The *\ had to get the loan : ap proved to get the million, 
but they had to get the million in order to get the money from the 
Government / 

Mr. Harper. That is correct. 

Mr. Harpy. In spite of the fact that you knew the type of loan, knew 
the manner in which they were proposing to get this million dollars, 
you considered that that fulfilled the requirements of additional 
owners’ equity / 

Mr. Harper. We didn’t specify owners’ equity. 

Mr. Harpy. That was the term you used a moment ago, and that is 
why I used it. 

Mr. Harrerer. We specified | million dollars would be injected in the 
company. 

Mr. Harpy. Then I ask you the question: Why didn’t you specify 
owners’ equity ¢ 

Mr. Harper. I think we did at one time, but it wasn’t specified 
the discussion. 

Mr. Harpy. Why did you leave it out? You knew the type of loan 
they anticipated getting. 

Mr. Harper. In our discussion it was felt that a million dollars had 
to be injected into the company. 

Mr. Harpy. You didn’t care where it came from and it didn’t con- 
cern you that the owners had only $600 in it 4 

Mr. Harper. As long as it was coordinated with the Government 
loan. 

Mr. Harpy. Here is a case whe re three peop le hs ive a tot: al of S600 
in a corporation and they propose, and you were aware of their pro- 
posal, to pay themselves $40,000 or $50,000 for the president and 
495.000, I believe, for each of the others as salary, SO they could, 
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within a week’s time, each of them, have back his entire investment. 
If he lost every dollar, it wouldn’t cost him one iota. 

Mr. Harper. That has never been accepted. Either one day this 
week or last week, I talked to the RFC, discussed the question. They 
called me on it. They said they wanted to date these salaries back to 
October 1. I told them we wouldn’t go for that. 

Mr. Harpy. You are willing to leave it to the RFC, your fiscal 
agent, to settle the matter of salaries and put them in the position 
where they have to negotiate on the basis, shall we say, of fancy sala- 
ries against an investment of S600 ¢ 

Mr. Harver. I do not believe you will find fancy salaries. 

Mr. Harpy. You are willing to trust them to arrive at that deter- 
mination, but you were not willing to accept and trust them in the 
preparation of the information on which a loan should be paid. 

Mr. Harrrr. Not in the entirety; no sir. It isn’t a question of 
trust. It is a defense loan to be made for the defense effort to get 
tubular steel for the oil companies. 

Mr. Harpy. Nobody else was in a position to make this and expand 
their facilities ? 

Mr. Harrer. Not in sufficient quantities. 

Mr. Harpy. Nobody who is making it would have been eager to 
accept a loan of this type with a certificate to amortize their taxes ! 
Did you satisfy yourself that that situation existed ¢ 

Mr. Harrver. There were no other loan applications before me. 

Mr. Harpy. I didn’t ask you that. Do you know whether there was 
anybody else in the business of making tubular steel who had the 
capabilities of expanding their plant and was willing to expand their 
plant ? 

Mr. Harrrr. I think there were. 

Mr. Harpy. But notwithstanding this, you considered this? 

Mr. Harrer. This was small business. 

Mr. Mraper. Rather, nonexistent. 

Mr. Harpy. Mr. Meader. 

Mr. Meaper. Mr. Harper, was this Hazleton Steel loan handled in 
the usual fashion in which you handle loans in the Defense Produc- 
tion Administration ¢ 

Mr. Harper. It was one of the early ones we made. 

Mr. Meaper. Would you say there was anything unusual about 
this particular loan, from the point of view of the manner in which 
it was handled ¢ 

Mr. Harper. I do not understand what you mean by “manner.” 

Mr. Meaper. Did you handle this loan the same way you did all the 
other loans you passed on 4 

Mr. Harrrr. Our mechanics of handling a loan are gradually im- 
proving as we get more manpower to put them through. This is not 
the manner which we are using today. 

Mr. Meaper. How many loans have you granted ? 

Mr. Harrer. We granted 1°. 

Mr. Meaper. Is there anything different about the manner in which 
this loan was granted and the other 18 loans which you have approved ? 

Mr. Harper. With additional manpower in our own organization, 
we have smoothed out the handling of the loans a great deal more 
than we did at the time this one went through. 
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Mr. Meaper. You think there has been some improvement in your 
procedures ¢ 

Mr. Harper. There has been. We were handicapped for lack of 
personnel. 

Mr. MEADER, Other than that oradual improvement, this was 
handled as any other Joan would be, wasn’t it ? 

Mr. Harrver. Yes; 1 would say so. 

Mr. Meaper. They weren’t given special treatment. Mr. Dowd, 
Mr. Charles—they were not given any special treatment, were they ¢ 

Mr. Harrer. That is correct. 

Mr. Meaper. In other words, this is typical of the way you pass 
on loans down there 4 

Mr. Harrer. We don’t give any special treatment to anyone. 

Mr. Meaper. You would say the manner in which this oon 
loan was considered and approved by your agency was typical; 
that right ? 

Mr. Harper. At that time; yes, sir. 

Mr. Meaver. Did I understand that you made any credit inquiry 
at all about the background of these individuals? 

Mr. Harper. No, sir. 

Mr. Meaper. You didn’t ask for a Dun & Bradstreet report ? 

Mr. Harrer. We did not. 

Mr. Meaper. Is it customary in the banking business to inquire 
from established agencies, such as Dun & Bradstreet about the credit 
rating of the individuals with whom you are considering doing 
business ¢ 

Mr. Harrrr. We took the RFC report for a credit rating and it 
included the Dun & Bradstreet report. 

Mr. Meaper. Did you have any information about the credit of 
these individuals other than that contained in the RFC examiner’s 
report. 

Mr. Harper. No, sit 

Mr. Mreaper. Did you know these men personally ? 

Mr. Harper. Not until they came into the office. 

Mr. Mreaper. Never heard of them before ? 

Mr. Harper. No, sir. 

Mr. Mraper. Were they recommended to you by someone in whom 
you had confidence ¢ 

Mr. Harper. No, sir. 

Mr. Meaper. So your judgment that they could do this job for 
which you approved the loan was based on the record and your own 
acquaintance with them after they became applicants / 

Mr. Harrer. Not my acquaintance with them, but the necessity for 
the facility. 

Mr. Meaper. I am not talking about the need for the particular 
plant. I am talking about vour investigation of the credit and the 
character and the capacity of these individuals. Did you make any in- 
vestigation independent of what you got from RFC? 

Mr. Harper. No, sir. 

Mr. Meaper. Don’t you think it was important to know whether 
or not these men could manage the $8,000,000 and come up with a plant 
and a product that was so necessary ¢ 
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Mr. Harrer. In the case of all these loans, we rely upon our fiscal 
agent to be custodian of the public funds, and they must have certifica- 
tion, proper statements, bills due before the funds would be disbursed. 

Mr. Mraper. My point is that you have the responsibility of de- 
ciding whether or not this $8,000,000 in this instance should be loaned 
for the defense effort ; is that not true? 

Mr. Harper. In the main; yes, sir. 

Mr. Meaper. That responsibility is vested in your agency. 

Mr. Harver. That is right. 

Mr. Mraper. And you have a limited amount that you can loan for 
that purpose; isn’t that true? 

Mr. Harper. Correct. 

Mr. Mraper. If you loan all that money to people who cannot 
accomplish the result, it isn’t available to someone who might be able 
to? 

Mr. Harper. That is the reason we insisted the amount be increased 
from $5,200,000 to $8,800,000 of the Government fund. With $8,- 
800,000 it was felt they would produce the steel needed for the defense 
effort. 

Mr. Meaper. I am trying to get at the point whether or not you 
regard yourself as having re sponsibility for selecting individuals who 
are to receive this Government aid for the purpose of accomplishing 
the objectives of the defense effort. Don’t you regard yourself as 
having that responsibility ¢ 

Mr. Harper. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Meaper. All the information RFC gave you would have indi- 
eated that these people were not capable of accomplishing the job 
you had in minds: isn’t that true? 
~ Mr. Harrer. According to their report, that is true. 

Mr. Meaprer. You based your opinion on nothing but their report. 
You had no outside information. 

Mr. Harrver. That is correct. 

Mr. Meaper. It should have led only to the same conclusion they 
came to, shouldn’t it? 

Mr. Harper. From a credit point of view, perhaps that is true. 

Mr. Mraper. And you had no other information about their ca- 
pacity to build this plant and produce these products, did you? 

Mr. Harrrr. We accept their engineer’s figures that it could be 
produced for that amount of money and that amount of money would 

yrroduce 120,000 tons of steel tubular goods for the oil companies. 

Mr. Harpy. The engineer’s figures as to what a plant like that could 
put out wouldn't give any indication of the capacity of these three 
individuals to operate that plant successfully. 

Mr. Harvrer. If these three individuals did not operate that plant 
successfully, our management agreement written into the certificate 
provides for removal of them, and that is true of all applications. 

Mr. Harpy. On that particular point, you would propose if the 
management fell down on the job, to ti ake the thing over. Do you recall 
the RFC estimate of what the value of the plant would be if you had 
to do that ? 

Mr. Harrer. We didn’t contemplate taking it over. We contem- 
plated changing the management, That is what our management 

igreement provides for, 
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Mr. Harpy. Changing the management ? 

Mr. Harper. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Harpy. I think I ought to read the paragraph from the RFC 
report on that particular subject. Reading from the RFC report: 

We concur in the agency's figures for the cost, net worth, book value and 
appraised value, but believe the liquidated value given is considerably too high. 
We consider that, if it could be disposed of as a going concern, the project can 
be sold at the agency's liquidated value figure, or perhaps somewhat more ; how- 
ever, Should it be necessary for the Government to take over the project because 
it could not operate it at a profit, we believe it would be necessary to dismantle 
and dispose of the project on a piecemeal basis, and under those circumstances 
we do not believe the project could bring more than $114 million or possibly 
$2 million. 

With respect to the management capabilities, the RFC report fur- 
ther says: 

We seriously question whether the newly organized applicant corporation con- 
sisting only of three officers either has or will be able to obtain such qualified 
technical or operating personnel as will be required to satisfactorily construct 
or operate this projects 

ah Harper. That is opinion. 

. Harpy. That is correct. And you are substituting your opin- 
lon for that, and you admit you do not know anything about the three 
people who are involve ad. You didn’t even read the bae keround which 
their report referred to and you professed no knowledge of the in- 
formation which RFC gave you concerning the data furnished in the 
Dun & Bradstreet reports. So in your ignorance of what was in the 
Dun & Bradstreet report, in your ignorance of the individuals involved 
and their backgrounds, you substitute vour judgment for RFC’s, 
which did have the benefit of that background information. It is a 
matter of judgment, that is correct. But I am just asking you about 
the value of judgment based on some information which you profess 
not to have and yet you substitute your judgment for that. It that 
a correct statement or is it wrong? 

Mr. Harper. As to dismantling the plant and selling it piecemeal, 
we considered that any we didn’t consider it to be a fair value to give 
this option. We provided for a change of management, not disman- 
tling of the plant. 

Mr. Harpy. So in case one group failed to manage it, you were 
going to experiment with another, which might make sense. 

Mr. Harrer. We would bring in another management. 

Mr. Harpy. If that didn’t work out. you have to do something else, 
wouldn’t you ¢ 

Mr. Harper. You probably would; yes, sir. 

Mr. Harpy. What about this question that you just referred to, 
their judgment on management ? 

Mr. Harprrr. I think I referred to their judgment on what the plant 
would bring. 

Mr. Harpy. I am talking now about the management question and 
the c apabilities of the people who were organizing the corporation. 
I read what RFC said and you called attention to the fact that that 
was a matter of judgment of RFC, and I concur that is correct. But 
you have expressed a feeling. I think, that this outfit would be able to 
operate the plant satisfactorily or would secure management to oper- 
ate it satisfactorily, and I ask your for the basis upon which you sub- 
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titute your judgment on that point for RFC’s judgment. Maybe 
vou have a good basis 

Mr. Buntcer. Mr. Hardy, may I say something? 

Harpy. By all means. 

Mr. Buncer. I talked to these people myself, 

Mr. Harpy. Is that the basis on which you were willing to substitute 
your judgment for what was reported to you by RFC, on the basis of 
What they told you themselves ? 

oa Bereer. And what evidence the v brought in. 

Mr. Harpy. What evidence did they bring ¢ 

Mr. Burtoer. I questioned them on several points about this plant 
ma hena question came Up) On ¢ he point, they brought in nu consulting 
engineer, W ho is ali eminent hah. It SO happened the consulting engi- 
neer they brought in agreed with me. 

Mr. Harpy. Was he the man who wanted to use the cartridge plant ? 

\MIr. Buncer. No. The question had to do with electrie furnaces. 
Their consulting engineer agreed with me on the matter. It was a 

iftel of opinion. 

I have talked with these men on several occasions, and I think that 
they will manage the plant. TE think they will run it. I think if they 
cret the milli lon doll: ars to whic h | De lie ‘ve the »V will be ob] ligated 

Mr. Harpy. Have you made a study of the background of these 
individuals ? , 

Mr. Buicer. I have made a study of the background. I have 
their record here, You might Went these. 

Mr. Meraprer. Are those records furnished to you by the individuals 


1 1 
themselves ¢ 


Mr. Buuaer. Yes. 

Mir. Meaper. Did you make any other check besides what they told 
you! ; 

Mr. Buucer. Except the RFC report. They had statements about 
them. too. The test is if they can get out there and raise the million 
dollars. If they do that, they will have suflicient people who have 
ronhdence the m to do it 

Mor. Mi ADER. Did you ever hear of the Kmpire Ordnance Corp. 

Mr. Buteer. No: except that I see it in here. When the Congress- 
man referred to these hearings in 1941 and 1942, I confess I didn’t 

OW bout those. 

Mr. Meaper. You never saw newspaper accounts of an SEC inves- 

ation of Kmpire Ordnance / 

Mr. Buncer. No. 

Mr. Casey. Did you know that Mr. Dowd was president of Empire 
Ora ce 

Mr. Buncer. I believe it is stated here. 

Mr. Daviix. The applic ation stated some personal history of these 

en, and with respect to the Empire Ordnance Works on Mr. Dowd, 
the ipplica tion or an attachment to the app lication states that for the 
first 10 months of 1940 and 1941 of the operations of Empire Ordnance 
Mr. Dowd supe rvised the installation of the p lant. 

Mr. Casey. Just a minute now. Does it say how much capital 
tock he had in that company f 

Mr. Davin. No, sir. 

It says, “Following that period, resigned as president but continued 
as a member of the board of directors until 1943.” I assume that 


l 


would mean he held stock in the company. 
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Mr. Casry. Does it say there at any time how much money he put 
into that company out of his own pocket ? 

Mr. Davin. No, sir. 

Mr. Casey. Would you be surprised if the public records show that 
for 10 pereent capit tal stock he contributed nothin g” lO the Empi re 
Ordnance Co. in 1941 ? 

Mr. Davin. I would. 

Mr. Casey. Would you be further surprised to know that the treas- 
urer owned 10 percent capital stock and he contributed noth ne for 
that stock ? 

Mr. Davin. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Casey. This is a matter of Senate record. 

Mr. Harpy. Apparently you gentlemen did not look into the back 
GTO und of the individ tals involved and, in spite of RFC’s recommen 
dation, substituted your own judgment based on no knowledge of what 
went on before. 

Mr. Davirn. On January 11, the applicant addressed a letter to 
Mr. Creedon in which he sets forth the ni unes and connection of key 
operating personnel other than the applicant: now we would like to 
leave this with you. I assume it might embarrass some of the people 
on the list if I were to read them here. 

Mr. Harpy. Just what is that / 

Mr. Davin. This is a letter addressed to Mr. Creedon, dated Jan 
uary Ll. 

Mr. Suenviey. From whom / 

Mr. Davurn. From the applicant. Mr. Dowd signs the letter. It 
sets forth the names and associations of, I should guess, 10 or a dozen 
of the ke Vy Operating personnel, with whom the letter states the app li- 
cant has firm arrangements for employment association. Among 
those 1 did earlier mention and Mr. Bulger has mentioned a couple 
of times the consulting services of Mr. MeQuaid, Harry McQuaid, who 
is regarded as an eminent consultant in the steel industry and is em- 
ployed by many of the steel companies as consultant. He has written 
authoritatively on the subject in articles in Iron Age, and so forth. 

Mr. Casey. Does it say how much they have committed the cor- 
poration to pay Mr. McQuaid for his services ¢ 

Mr. Davutn. No, sir. That again would be a matter subject to the 
control of the fiscal agent in the loan. I must say in the light of this 
discussion, his associations with the project did give me and my asso- 
clates considerable feeling ot confidence in i. We actually clo believe 
that this group will build and produce on the schedule projected. 

Mr. Harpy. As a matter of public policy, I just want to review 
what the Government is doing here for three individuals and ask 
you whether that is a matter which is the ty pe ot policy which should 
be a part of our way of doing things. 

Here is a case where three individuals put up a total of $600 to 
finance a venture under which they cannot lose anything and which, 
if they had the ability to operate satisfac ‘torily and do operate satis- 
factorily for a period of D yea rs, means they will come out with a 
»lant more than 90 percent amortized and they will be made million- 





aires, 
Is that a policy which the Government shoul | pursue as a general 
practice ? 
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Mr. Buicer. Congressman, I do not think that is stating the whole 
case. ‘I hey were required to put up a million dollars. 

Mr. Suetiey. Have they put it up? 

Mr. Butoer. So far as I know, they haven't put it up yet. If they 
don’t put it up. they don't get the loan. 

Mr. Harpy. They don’t have to put up a dime of it. You have left 
the door open so they can furnish to petroleum companies, if we 
choose to characterize them as such, materials which are admittedly 
a little difficult to secure, and give them priorities on this particular 
material. It might be a splendid investment from the standpoint of 
an oil company if it didn’t get a dime of its million dollars back; 
is that right ? 

Mr. Buueer. I don’t think so. I think under the controlled- 
materials pl in that will £0 in, they won't have any right to peddle 
it to special oil companies. 

Mr. Harpy. I think that perhaps we have pursued this matter as 
far as we can in the time available to us today. We will have to ad- 
journ this hearing subject to recall by the chairman. So we will 
stand adjourned until we are recalled. . 

(Whereupon, at 1 p. m., the hearing was adjourned, subject to the 


call of the chairman. ) 





INQUIRY INTO THE POLICIES, PROCEDURE, AND PRO- 
GRAM INVOLVING GRANTING OF CERTIFICATES OF 
NECESSITY AND DEFENSE LOANS 


THURSDAY, APRIL 5, 1951 


Housr or RepreseENTATIVES, 
SUBCOMMITTEE ON GOVERNMENT OPERATIONS 
OF THE COMMITTEE ON EXPENDITURES 
IN THE Executive DerarrMeEnNts, 
; " Washington, Dd, C. 

The subcommittee met, pursuant to eall, at 10:30 a. m., in room 445, 
Old House Office Building, Representative Porter Hardy, Jr., presid- 
ing. 

Present: Representatives Hardy (presiding), Bolling, Lantaff, 
Riehlman, and Bender. 

Also present ° Ralph K. Casey, counsel for the subcommittee. 

Mr. Harpy. The subcommittee will come to order. 

The subcommittee is pursuing further its study of the issuance of 
certificates of necessity for tax amortization purposes and defense 
production loans. Specifically, we are coysidering further this morn- 
ing the certificate of necessity and the loan made to the Hazelton Steel 
& Tube Co. 

Who is your first witness, Mr. Casey ? 

Mr. Casey. Mr. Leyda. Mr. Leyda, would you come forward, 
lease, 

Mr. Harpy. Mr. Leyda, will you be sworn, please. 


Do you solemnly 
swear that the testimony you shall give to t | 


beommittee in the 
matter before it will be the truth, the whole truth, and nothing but 
the truth, so help you God? 


Mr. Leypa. I do. 


is su 


TESTIMONY OF HARRY LOUIS LEYDA, CHIEF, PLANT EXPANSION 
AND CONSTRUCTION SECTION, IRON AND STEEL DIVISION, NA- 
TIONAL PRODUCTION AUTHORITY 


Mr. Casey. Would you give your full name, Mr. Leyda? 

Mr. Leypa. Harry Louis Leyda. 

Mr. Casey. What is your position ? 

Mr. Leypa. At the present time / 

Mr. Casey. That is right. 

Mr. Leyva. I am chief of the Plant Expansion and Construction 
Section of the Iron and Steel Division. 
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Mr. Casey. What agency / 

Mr. Leypa. NPA. 

Mr. Casey. Would you give us a brief sketch of your background 
before vou—how long ‘h: ave you been in the present position ¢ 

Mr. Leypa. Since about the first of October 1 950. 

Mr. Casry. And would you sketch your background for us, please. 

Mr. Leypa. From 1915 to 1927, allowing for service in the First 
World War, I was with American Steel Foundries in various ¢ apacl- 
ties. JT took what they call the loo yp course, working on all depart- 
ments from open he arth to shipping departments to become con 
versant with all oper: itions in the making of steel. I finished up with 
them as their efficienc \ engineer on shop pre actice, reduction of costs 
and so On. 

From 1927 until around April 1944 I managed a steel plate fabricat 
ing business for my father-in-law, known as Miles P. Brown Boiler 
Works up in Franklin Pa., fabrication and erection of steel plate work 
and structure work. 

In 1944 for about 5 or 6 months I was with the War Manpower 
Commission as liaison between War Manpower and War Production 
Board, Army, Navy, and Maritime on steel foundries and forge shops. 

In 1 1944 I went to Dallas, Tex., where I was vice president, Dallas 
Tank Co., fabricators of pressure vessels and steel plate and struc- 
ture work. 

In 1947 I went to Fort Worth as vice president of Fort Worth 
Structural Steel & General Steel Co. 

On April 30, 1950, I sold out my interests in all steel companies in 
Fort Worth and retired. 

Subsequently in conversation with our Congressman from Tarrant 
County, Wingate Lucas, I came to Washington, and as a result of my 
conversation with him and in view of the siutation nationally with 
regard to steel, I finally ended up in my present capacity with the 
Government. 

Mr. Casey. Would you sketch briefly the function of your section 
and in particular of your position ¢ 

Mr. Leypa. Possibly I should give you this background: As of 
that time applications for certificates of necessity were filed in tripli- 
cate with NSRB. 

Mr. Harpy. As of the time you went with NPA? 

Mr. Leypa. That is correct: in October. The ‘Vy were filed there in 
triplicate, and if it was a commodity over which the Commerce De- 
partment had jurisdiction, two copies of that application would come 
to Commerce. If it was iron and steel, then one copy would come to 
me, or to the iron and steel division, and come to me since I was chief 
of the Plant Expansion and Construction Section for iron and steel. 

It is our responsibility to make the technical analysis, make our 
report for the signature of our Division Director, at that time Mr. 
Carson. And then from the Iron and Steel Division it goes back 
through various channels to NSRB for final certification. 

Mr. Casey. What does your analysis consist Fy Is it an analysis 
gener: ull with respect to the steel industry? Or do you analyze the 
particular applicant and the circumstances sur Se the applica- 
tion ¢ 

Mr. Leypa. We analyze it primarily from the standpoint of ob- 
taining additional production in the quickest possible time for the 
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least dollar expended incidental to meeting the demands of the defense 
effort. We do not necessarily go into the economics of it. We ap- 
proach it primarily from a production standpoint. 

Mr. Casey. Do you consider the facts and circumstances surround- 
ing the individual applicant ¢ 

Mr. Leypa. Oh, yes; everything that the applicant says in his ap- 
plication we analyze and make - own investigation, and try and 
ascertain as definitely as we can by the expenditure, whether it is 
Federal funds or private funds, how much additional production will 
be obtained; and if that production contemplated is essential or as of 
the moment of determination it is in short supply, to meet the defense 
ow: demands. 

Mr. Casey. Did you have occasion, at some time, to consider an 
application filed by the Hazleton Steel & Tubing C orp. 

Mr. Lj EYDA, Yes: we processed both the ap p lies ation for a certifie ate 
and also their application for loan. 

Mr. Casey. Do you have a file of your own on this particular com- 
pany ¢ 

Mr. Leypa. I have the Ivon and Steel Division file on the subject 
company. 

Mr. Casry. Would you refer to your files, sir, particularly at this 
time whatever information you might have on the application for 
certificate of necessity. 

Mr. Leypa. I might add that in making these technical reports, 
which I believe is common to all industry divisions, they are made in 
triplicate. The triplicate copy is retained in the individual industry 
file. ‘Two copies, after signature by the Director of the Division or 
his designee, go on through other channels ultimately to NSRB. 

Mr. Casey. Do you have that file before you now, sir? 

Mr. Leypa. I have the file. I have the technical report on Hazleton 
Steel & Tubing Co. with regard to their application for certificate 
of necessity ; yes. 

Mr. Casey. Can you tell me from looking at that particular report 
the date it was received in your division ? 

Mr. Harpy. You are not talking about the report: you are talking 
about the application ¢ 

Mr. Casey. The application. 

Mr. LEYDA. The ap yplic ation was received | by us on Novembet > 18. 
1950. Our technical report, based on our analysis and recommenda- 
tions incidental to it, is dated January 5, 1951. 

Mr. Casey. Did you sign that report ? 

Mr. Leypa. Yes, I did. 

Mr. Casey. Was that report approved by someone else ? 

Mr. Leypa. It was signed by Mr. Carson, at that time Director 
of the Iron and Steel Division. 

Mr. Casry. Is Mr. Carson still with the Iron and Steel Division ? 

Mr. Leypa. The Directors of the Iron and Steel Division are sup- 
posed to rotate quarterly. Mr. Carson served the first quarter, or 
overlapping until the succeeding Director came on. The present Di- 
rector is Mr. Cole. He will be succeeded by Mr. Sentner, and Mr. 
Sentner by Mr. Foy, and then we assume that Mr. Carson will come 
back in for his second turn. 

Mr. Casey. What happens to him after his first quarter? Does he 
leave the Government service ? 
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Mr. Leypa. As I understand it, they are not in Government service, 
they are sworn in, but they serve without compensation. 1 am not 
certain as to that. They go back to their own industry. 

Mr. Casey. Do you know Mr. Carson’s background ? 

Mr. Lrypa. Vice preside nt of Sharon Steel Corp. of Sharon, Pa. 
I helieve vice president and sales anager, 

Mr, Casry. Now, referring to the technical report—which I will 
ask at this time be made part of the record. 

Mr. Harpy. No objection, 

Mr. CASEY. Would vou read whatever is contained in that report 
with respect to recommendation on this application for certificate 
of necessity ? 

Mr. Leyva. I will. Would you like to identify this ? 

Mr. H ARDY. We would like to have a true copy ot this report for the 
record at this point. 

Mr. Li ypA. This is the only copy that we have, Mr. Hardy. 

Mr. Harpy. Do you have a copy Mr. Casey ¢ ; 

Mr. Casry. Yes. 

Mr. Harpy. Have him identify your copy. It will be made a part 


of the record. 


(The document referred to follows :) 
OFFICE MEMORANDUM—UNITED STATES GOVERNMENT 


Date: January 5, 1951. 

To: Facilities Clearance Staff. 
From: Industry Operations Bureau, 
Subject 

Loan Application LAC-1, of the Hazleton Steel & Tubing Corp., Hazleton, Pa. 

\mount of loan requested : $5,200,000 

Description: Building and equipment for manufacture of steel pipe and 

tubing, 

This loan application is complementary to application for certificate of neces- 
sity filed by subject company on NSRB Form 140, which bears Serial No. TA-1138, 
consequently the following comments are to be used in conjunction with technical 
and other information contained in our reply incidental to our recommendations 
pertaining to NSRB Form 140, Serial No. TA-118. Application is signed by one 
Benjamin S. Dowd, president of subject company, who by such signature so 
affixed, certifies “exhibits and documents submitted in connection therewith are 
true and correct statements, ete.” 

On page 5 of NSRB Form 146, Serial LAC—1, applicant states: ‘“‘Bethelehem 


pag 
Steel Co. which is nearby will be the source of pig iron * On page 1 of same 

In, applicant states: “2 months’ advance supply of pig iron (4,000 tons) ete.,” 
vhich results of course in a requirement of 2,000 tons per month. Availability 
of such irs has been denied by executive personnel of Bethlehem Steel Co. as 


ed in our recommendations, under item 14, pertaining to applicant's certificate 
cessity Form, Serial No. TA-113 

On attachment No. 17A, it is stated that Mr. Dowd is a director of the Penn- 

int Manufacturers’ Association at the present time and has been since 1946. 

In conversation with reputable sources we are informed that Mr. Dowd is not 

and never has been a director of the Pennsylvania Manufacturers’ Asso- 


\ppliecant’s contemplated expenditure of $4,275,340 included the reconditioning 
two Assel mills, however we are now informed in telephone conversation with 
Mr. Hopkins, vice president of subject company, that a revised application for a 


ertificate of necessity will be presented which will amount to $7,895,000 and 
hich will not include the two reconditioned Assel mills but will rather include 
ne mill from Aetna-Standard, which mill will have a range of production sizes 


pipe and tubing from 2° to 65% inches in diameter. 

Applicant attaches photostatiec copies of letters from Sinclair Refining Co., 
Shell Oil Co., Cities Service Oil Co., Humble Oil & Refining Co., Stanolind Oil & Gas 
) oO substantiate the fact that such companies so mentioned would be interested 
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in obtaining substantial quantities of pipe and tubing which applicant contem- 
plates producing provided it meets standard technical specifications, even though 
such casing or tubing would cost the purchaser from’$15 to $20 more per ton that 
published prices of prevailing producers, such as National Tube Co. and Youngs- 
town Sheet & Tube Co. Attention is called to the fact that companies listed 
in the foregoing who indicate an interest in such pr ducts, would require the 


major portion of such pipe or tubing in conjunction with their operations In 
the mid-continent or south-western oil fields. It should be readily apparent that 
the demand on transportation facilities to convey such commodities from Hazle- 
ton to point of consumption in the Southwest would be terrific and economically 
undesirable. 

The Sheffield Steel Co. at Houston, and Lone Star Steel Co. at Daingerfield, 
both are certified and will install casing, pipe, anu tubing production facilities. 
Without exception their production of this material will be absorbed in their 
immediate area, due to the fact that approximately 75 percent of the Nation's 
tseel production and proven ore reserves are located in the immediate productive 
area, 

In view of economic conditions cited above, and contingent on views and alle 
gations incidental to this loan application, it is our recommendation that appli- 
cation for loan be denied in toto. 

Industry Division examiner. 

Approved : 

H. L. Leypba, 
LD). B. CARSON, 
For Industry Division 


For Industry Operations Bureau. 


Mr. Casry. This is a report from the facilities clearance staff, Na- 
tional Production Authority, Department ot Commerce, entitled 
“Technical Report on Application for Necessity Certificate Pursuant 
to’the Provisions of Section 124 of the Internal Revenue Code.” 

Mr. Harpy. Pass it to him and let him identify it and see if that 
is his signature. 

Mr. Leypa. If you so desire, I will be glad to read from this and 
you may check from that as we go along to confirm the fact that it isa 
copy. 

Mr. Harpy. We have a COpy here. Is that the same report from 
which you are reading | handing document to witness | ? 

Mr. Leypa. I would Say this is the original of which this is the 
triplicate cOpy. 

Mr. Harpy. And is this your signature ? 

Mr. Leypa. That is true. 

Mr. Harpy. All right. 

Mr. Casey. Would you read from that report, Mr. Leyda? 

Mr. Leypa. This application for certificate of necessity was assigned 
Serial No. TA-133, received in IOB,. that is. Industry Operations 

Jureau, on November 14. received in the Iron and Steel Division on 
November Ls. 

Mr. Casey. Without going through the whole certificate. Mr. Levda, 
please read from page d under question 14, which appears to be the 
only number in the report that has been filled in. 

Mr. Leyrpa, All right. I am quoting now from the report. 

Applicant is a comparatively newly formed corporation allegedly brought 
into being for the specific purpose of constructing and operating a steel pipe 
and tubing producing facility in Hazleton, Pa. Requirements of raw materials 
incidental to the operation of such a facility would consist primarily of pig 


iron and steel scrap. On page 9 of NSRB Form 140 applicant states: “Bethle- 
hem Steel Co., which is close by, is a source of pig iron.” 
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Applicant states that Bethlehem Steel Co. will furnish them with their month- 
ly requirements of 2,000 net tons of pig iron. In conversation with executive 
personnel of Bethlehem Steel Co. we are informed that they never made any 
commitment to applicant of this nature, and that demands of their own facili- 
ties for their own production of hot metal or pig iron would not permit them 
to favorably consider diversion of any hot metal or pig iron to meet a demand 
of this type. Consequently such statement is not true to fact 

On page 9 of NSRB Form 140, applicant further states: “This area is an ex- 
cellent source of scrap and so forth.” 

From conversation with Mr. Plant, Chief of the Iron and Serap Section of 
the Iron and Steel Division, we are informed that the Hazleton area is a defi- 
nitely scrap-minus area. Consequently any scrap diverted to an operation of 
this nature would only work an additional hardship on comparable facilities 


depending on the scrap now produced in subject area. Since applicant is a 
contemplated new facility and possesses no background of operational experi- 
ence in the production of commodities of this nature, and due to the mislead- 


ing statements made above, which can be confirmed, it is our recommendation 
that no certification of any nature be made in this instance. 

That is the end of it. 

Mr. Casry. Does this date on the front of that report indicate the 
date upon which you signed that report, Mr. Leyda? 

Mr. Leypa, That is true; the date of January 5, 1951. 

Mr. Casey. And that report was approved by Mr. Carson, chief of 
the industry division ? 

Mr. Leypa. That is true. 

Mr. Casey. And the two copies then were processed through to what 
official / 

Mr. Leypa. To the Industry Operations Bureau, chiefed by Mr. 
McCoy. Whether it goes to him personally or not, I could not say. 

Mr. Casey. Did you have occasion at some time to also consider the 
application of Hazelton Steel & Tubing Corp. for a loan under section 
302 of the National Production Act ? 

Mr. Leypa. Yes; we did. 

Mr. Casey. Have you your records available there on this loan? 

Mr. Leypa. I have it right here, Mr. Casey. 

Mr. Casey. I will ask that this memorandum, identified as follows, 
be made a part of the record at this point—*Memorandum to the fa- 
cilities clearance staff from the Industry Operations Bureau on the 
subject loan application LAC-1 of the Hazleton Steel & Tubing Corp., 
Hazleton, Pa. 

Mr. Harpy. It will be admitted to the record. You might read it 
into the record if you think it desirable. 

Mr. Casey. Will you read that into the record, Mr. Leyda. Do you 
want to check this and make sure it is the same thing! Is that your 
signature there? [Showing document to witness. | 

Mr. Leypa. That is true. This is the original of which this is a 
triplicate copy. 

Mr. Casey. Thank you. What is the date of this memorandum, 
Mr. Leyda ? 

Mr. Leypa. This memorandum is dated January 5, 1951, which is 
the same date on which the application for a certificate of necessity 
was also processed. Where a Government loan is involved incidental 
to an application for a certificate of necessity, we find it to be ad- 
vantageous to process the two concurrently because some of the in- 
formation is common to both. 

Mr. Casey. Would you read that memorandum, Mr. Leyda ? 
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Mr. Leyva. I would like to make this statement : That we now have 
a standard form for making the technical report incidental to loan ap- 
plications which had not been developed at the time this was brought 
out. That is why this ison a regular memorandum. 

Quoting from the body of it: 


This loan application is complementary to application for certificate of neces 
sity filed by subject company on NSRB Form 140 which bears Serial No. TA-1138 
( oe the following comments are to be used in conjunction with techni- 
cal and other information contained in our re ply incidental to our recommenda- 
tions pertaining to NSRB Form 140, Serial No, TA—1138 

Application is signed by one Benjamin S. Dowd, president of subject com 
pany, who by such signature so effects and certifies “Exhibits and documents 
submitted in connection therewith are true and correct statements and so forth.’ 

On page 5 of NSRB Form 146, Serial LAC—1 


that is the loan— . 


applicant states: “Bethlehem Steel Co., which is nearby, will be the source of 
pig iron.” 

On page 16 of same form applicant states: “Two months’ advance supply of 
pig iron, 4,000 tons and so forth,” which results, of course, in a requirement of 
2,000 tons per month. Availability of such iron has been denied by executive 
personnel of Bethlehem Steel Co., as cited in our recommendations under item 
14 pertaining to applicant’s certificate of necessity form, Serial No. TA-115, 

On attachment No. 17—-A it is stated that Mr. Dowd is a director of the 
Pennsylvania Manufacturers Association at the present time and has been 
since 1946. 

In conversation with reputable sources we are informed that Mr. Dowd is not 
now and never has been a director of the Pennsylvania Manufacturers Asso- 
ciation. 

Applicant’s contemplated expenditure of $4,275,000-odd, included the recondi- 
tioning of Assel Mills. However, we are now informed in telephone conversation 
with Mr. Hopkins, vice president of subject company, that a revised appliication 
for a certificate of necessity will be presented which will amount to 87,895,000 
and which will not include the two reconditioned Assel Mills but will rather 
include a new mill from Aetna Standard, which mill will have a range of pro- 
duction sizes of pipe and tubing of 29% to 6% inches diameter 

Applicant attaches photostatic copies of letters from Sinclair Refining Co., 
Shell Oil Co., Cities Service Oil Co., Humble Oil & Refining Co., Stanolind 
Oil & Gas Co. to substantiate the facts that such companies so mentioned would 
be interested in obtaining substantial quanties of pipe and tubing which appli 
cant contemplates producing, provided it meets standard technical specifica- 
tions, even though such casing or tubing would cost the purchaser from $15 to 

$20 more per ton than published price of prevailing producers such as National 
Tube C o. and Youngstown Sheet & Tube Co. 

Attention is called to the fact that companies listed in the foregoing who 
indicate an interest in such products would require the major portion of such 
pipe and tubing in conjunction with their operations in the midcontinent or 
southwestern oil fields. It should be readily apparent that the demand on 
transportation facilities to convey such commodities from Hazleton to point of 
consumption in the Southwest would be terrific and economically undesirable, 
Sheffield Steel Co. at Houston and Lone Star Steel Co. at Dangerfield, both in 
Texas, both are certified and will install casing, pipe and tubing production 
facilities. With exception their production of this material will be absorbed in 
their immeidate area due to the fact that approximately 75 pereent of the 
Nation’s steel production and proven oil reserves are located in the immediate 
productive area. 

In view of economic conditions cited above and contingent on views and 
allegations incidental to this loan application, it is our recommendation that 
application for loan be denied in toto, 


Mr. Casry. Was that memorandum approved by someone else, 
Mr. Leyda ¢ 
Mr. Leypa. It was signed by Mr. Carson and forwarded 


; to the 
Industry Operations Bureau through regular channels. 
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Mr. BENDER. What is the date of that certificate ? 

Mr. Leypa. This is January 5, 1951. 

Mr. CASEY. Let hie Yo bere k for | minute, Mr. Leyda, to this report 
on the appheation for certificate of necessity. Do vou know the date 


i 
} 


upon which the certificate of necessity actually issued to Hazelton 
Steel & JT bing Corp. 4 , , 

Mr. Leypa. No; we have no way of ascertaining that information 
unless we follow it up specific uly, and we very seldom do that. 

Mr. Casey. Did you know at the time you were preparing this 
report the certificate of ne essit had already been issued 4 

Mir. Leypa. No: we did not know that either. 

Mr. Casey. Were you consulted at any time during the month of 
December in connection with the issuance of a quantity of certificates 
of necessity to steel companies / 

Mr. Lreypa. ] personally was not. It is possible that Mr. Carson, 
our director, might have been. I could not answer that except for 
iy self personally. 

Mr. Casey. Did you ever sit in at any conference at which the dis- 
cussion centered about the granting of certificates of necessity to some 
group of 48 steel companies / 

Mr. Leyna. No. The only conference that I sat in on was on the 
original application for Jones & Laughlin, and everybody was In on 
that. From then on we, or I, acted on the applications as they were 
received by me, 

Mr. CASEY. Did you ever recelve an application involving Jones & 
Laughlin ¢ 

Mr. Lepya. Oh, yes: we received those. 

Mr. Casty. Was that before or after the certificate was granted 4 

Mr. Leypa. To Jones & Laughlin ? 

Mr. Casry. Yes. 

Mr. Leypa. It was before. 

Mr. Casey. And did you process through your report on Jones & 
Laughlin before the certificate was granted / 

Mr. Leypa. No; we did not make individual industry reports on 
those because at that time. since Jones & Laughlin serial numbers 
were 1 to 8. inclusive and the reason all of us were in on the deter- 
mination of it Was so that a procedure could be developed which might 
end up as beie the basis for development of forms and so on for 
consideration of all future applications. 

Mr. Casey. Now, you state In your memoranda here that you con- 
ferred with executive personnel of the Bethlehem Steel Co. with 
respect to the statement of the applicant that that was their principal 
source of supply for pig iron. Will you tell the committee exactly 
the nature of that discussion and whether it was telephonic or in 
person, or W ith whom vou discussed it. 

Mr. La YDA, The chief of our forging section. Mr. Weaver all in 
ron and steel isa retired Bethlehem man, and he and I on a service 
connection talked to Mr. Gurney. I do not know his official title with 
Bethlehem Steel, but he is in charge of pig iron. And Mr. Gurney 
very expli thy denied ever hay Ine made a commitment of this hature 
to the Ilazelton Steel & Tubing Co. 

Mr. Casey. With whom did you discuss the question of Mr, Dowd’s 
association with the Pennsylvania Manufacturers Association ¢ 
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Mr. Lreypa. To give you a background, when I resided in Pennsy] 
vania IT was active in the Pennsylvania Manutacturers Association, 
and Mr. Dowd’s name was not familiar to me. So through various 
channels I talked with Mr. Mason Owlett, who is president of thi 
Pennsylvania Manufacturers Association, and obtained that informa 
tion from his office. 

Mr. Casey. I have no further questions, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Harpy. Any questions, Mr. Bolling? 

Mr. BOLLING. No questions, 

Mr. Harpy. Mr. Lantaff? 

Mr. Lanvarr. No questions. 

Mr. Harpy. Mr. Riehlman ? 

Mr. Rreuuman. Mr. Chairman, I wondered if it would be possible 
or do we have a copy ow the statements that were made by Mr. Dowd 


in respect to this Bethlehem Steel being willing to furnish this pig 
iron, and so forth, and also the statement with respect to his being a 
member of the manufacturers association ? 

Mr. Casry. I do not believe we have that. 

Mr. Leypa. If you have a copy of the loan application, you have 
that. 

Mr. Rrenuman. I think it would be well to have a copy of it either 
in the record or for the use of the committee. 

Mr. Casry. I do not suppose that it would be your function to sup- 
ply that copy, Mr. Leyda; would it ¢ 

Mr. Leypa. We would dislike very much to surrender any portion 
of our file. If we have to, we have to. 

Mr. Rireutman. I feel, Mr. Chairman, it is important that we have 
that information. 

Mr. Casry. I believe we can secure that from somebody else. 

Mr. Lreypa. I will be glad to refer to them here in the application, 
if you gentlemen wish to look at them now. 

Mr. Harpy. I think we will be able to secure it. so we might pass 
it until some other time. 

Mr. RrenumMan. Do you not think if is necessary ? 

Mr. Harpy. Yes; I think it is necessary, and we will have somebody 
to supply it. 

Now, Mr. Levda, you referred, I believe, in your memorandum with 
respect to the loan to an understanding that a revised application was 
to be submitted. 

Mr. Leypa. When the two Assel mills were changed to a new Aetna 
Standard ? 

Mr. Harpy. That is right. Now, was any revised application, either 
with respect to the loan or the certificate of necessity, ever processed 
through you? Did you handle any revised application 4 

Mr. Leypa. No: all we have is a carbon copy of a letter which we 
received through regular channels, dated January 11. with a copy of 
letter of December 29, signed by applicant, which stated their intent 
to give up the idea of reconditioning the two German Assel mills and 
purchase a new Aetna Standard, which apparently caused an increase 
in their loan application up to $6,985,000, 

Mr. Harpy. Did you or your Division, to your knowledge, conside1 
a revised application including those suggested changes ? 
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Mr. Leypa. No; we did not make any additional technical report 
ncidental to the increased amount. 

Mr. Casey. You were not asked to make any report ¢ 

Mr. Leypa. Well, we did not think it was necessary since we recom- 
mended denial to begin with and regardless ot which type ot mill 
they used. it would not affect the conditions on which our recommenda- 
tion Wits predicated. 

Mr. Harpy. Now the original application, as I recall it, was for 
four million’some odd hundred thousand dollars; is that right / 

Mr. Leypa. $5,200,000. 

Mr. Harpy. I think the application for certificate of necessity, ac 
cording to these figures, was $4,275,340. The original loan application 
was for So.200,000. 

Mr. Lapa. That is correct. 

Mr. Harpy. Now what was the amount of the certificate of necessity 
as granted / 

Mir. Leypa. I cannot answer that, Mr. Hardy. After they leave our 
Division we have no knowledge of whether they have been certified 
or not, oo we make specific inquiry. 

Mr. Harpy. I think we already have testimony to the effect that the 
loan approved was for $7,800,000; the original application was for 
85,200,000. It was the application for loan of $5,200,000 which was 
considered by your Division ? 

Mr. Leypa. That is true. 

Mr. Harpy. And you gave no consideration for any amended appli- 
cation for the additional $2,600,000 that was fing ally loaned 

Mr. Leypa. Well, our reason for that, Mr. Hardy, was because our 
industry report was processed on January 5, 1951, and we had no 
knowledge of the increased amount incidental to the loan application 
until January 11, or 6 days later. 

Mr. Harpy. You had knowledge then, I believe you said, which was 
contained in a copy of a letter; is that correct ? 

Mr. Leypa. That is true. 

Mr. Harpy. No amended application was submitted to your 
division ¢ 

Mr. Leypa. No amended application for a certificate of necessity 
has ever been received by u 

Mr. Harpy. Did you ever receive an amended application for a 
loan / 

Mr. Leypa. No. All we have is the applicant’s letter of December 
29, which shows the subject of LAC-1, which is the loan application. 

Mr. Harpy. Did you take any action in connection with that letter ? 

Mr. Leypa. No. 

Mr. Harpy. And there was no acknowledgment of it prepared 
your Division / 

Mr. Leypa. Well, Mr. Hardy, we only received a copy of it. It 
was originally addressed to Mr. ¢ ‘reedon, who is Assistant Admin- 
istrator. 

Mr. Harpy. And your Division was not requested for any comment ? 

Mr. Leypa. It was sent to us with a short letter of transmission, not 
requesting, not specifically requesting any additional comment. 


Mr. reg That is all I have. 


Any questions ? 
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Mr. Casey. That is all of Mr. Leyda. 

Mr. Harpy. Thank you. 

Mr. Leypa. Is it necessary I stay here the balance of the day or may 
I go back and go to work ¢ 

Mr. Harpy. I do not believe we will need you. If we should, I will 
call you back. 

| think the record fails to show the presence of five members of the 
committee. Let the record show that at this point. 

Mr. Benner. May IL ask a question / 

Mr. Harpy. One minute, Mr. Leyda. 

Mr. Benper. Does the NPA share your view! Is that their view ? 

Mr. Casry. We will follow that through. 

Mr. Leypa. We are part of the NPA. We are only the Iron and 
Steel Division of NPA. 

Mr. Harpy. He has given testimony based on his Division. We 
will have to develop the c omp lete story. 

Mr. Benver. He must be in NPA’s doghouse, is he not ? 

Mr. Harpy. That we do not know. I would not assume so. I think 
it would be logical to expect that he is employed for the purpose of 
submitting an impartial report. 

Mr. Leypa. I do not think we are in the doghouse. We are just try- 
ing to get the job done and win the war. 

Mr. Benner. But other members of your agency were here and 
recommended this. Apparently they did not pay much attention to 
you. 

Mr. Leypa. Well, they were not in the Iron and Steel Division, so 
they will have to speak for themselves. I can’t answer for them. Our 
report is the thinking of myself, as Chief of the Plant Expansion and 
Construction Section of the Iron and Steel Division, in which our 
Director of the Iron and Steel Division concurred at that time. 

Mr. Benper. I am not trying to be facetious, I am merely calling 
attention to the conflict in testimony from the same agency and from 
important members of that agency. 

Mr. Lrypa. Again I want to remind you that in the Iron and Steel 
Division we are interested primarily in production, and where you can 
get more steel in the shortest possible length of time for the least dollar 
expended. 

Now any other factors incidental to adding to or detracting from the 
merit of any application are not within our province; they are deter- 
mined by somebody else. 

Mr. Harpy. Any further questions? 

Mr. Benper. Cannot you fellows get together? If you are con- 
fused, where does that leave us? 

Mr. Leyva. We have too many meetings now. 

Mr. Harpy. Thank you, Mr. Leyda. 

Mr. Leypa. Thank you. 

Mr. Harpy. Who is your next witness, Mr. Casey ? 

Mr. Casry. Mr. McCoy, please, and Mr. Friedman with him. 

Mr. Harpy. Will both of you gentlemen be sworn. Do you and 
each of you solemnly swear that the testimony given in the issue now 
before this subcommittee will be the truth, the whole truth, and 
nothing but the truth, so help you God ¢ 

Mr. McCoy. I do. 

Mr. FrrepMan. I do. 
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TESTIMONY OF H. B. McCOY, ASSISTANT ADMINISTRATOR, NA- 
TIONAL PRODUCTION AUTHORITY; AND JESSE J. FRIEDMAN, 
CHIEF, PLANNING AND REVIEWS SECTION, INDUSTRY OPERA- ‘ 
TIONS BUREAU, NATIONAL PRODUCTION AUTHORITY 


Mr. Casey. Mr. McCoy, would you state your full name and posi- 
tion for the recor |, please. 

Mr. MoCoy. H. B. McCoy, assistant administrator, National Pro- 
duction Authority. 

Mr. Casry. Mr. Friedman, would you identify yourself for the 
record at the same time. 

Mr. Friepman. I am Chief of the Planning and Reviews Section 
of the Industry Operations Bureau, National Production Authority. 

Mr. Harpy. Speak a little louder, will you, Mr. Friedman. 

Mr. FrrepMan. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Casey. Mr. McCoy, as assistant administrator, are you actually 
chief of the Industry Operations Bureau ¢ 

Mr. McCoy. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Casey. Did you have occasion at some time as part of your 
official duties to consider an application for a certificate of necessity 
to Hazleton Steel & Tubing Corp. ¢ 

Mr. McCoy. As Mr. Leyda testified, the application for a certificate 
of necessity from the Hazleton Steel & Tubing Corp. came to our 
Bureau along with all other applications, and in due course the steel 
division did make a report on that particular application to me. 

Mr. Casry. And is that the report that Mr. Levda has referred 
to here / 

Mr. McCoy. This technical report dated January 5. 

Mr. Casry. That is the one he referred to? 

Mr. McCoy. Yes. 

Mr. Casry. That was submitted to you as chief of the Industry 
Operations Bureau ¢ 

Mr. McCoy. That is right. 

Mr. Casry. Now, were you cognizant of the fact that at the time 
this report was received the certificate of necessity had already been 
issued to the Hazleton Steel & Tubing Corp. 4 

Mr. McCoy. Yes. 

Mr. Casey. Did you play some part in the original granting of that 
certificate ? 

Mr. McCoy. The certificates that were issued in December were 
about 40 in number, as I recall it, covering perhaps 6 or 7 million tons 
of ingot capacity. The decision to certify those was reached at a 
general conference between myself, Mr. Frank Creedon, and later 
with the administrator of NPA, as to the percentages to be allowed, 
and to authorize amortization on the applications then before us. 
And the Hazleton Steel & Tubing Corp. application was among those 
then ready for approval. 

Mr. Casrty. Now when you speak of a general conference, you men- 
tioned only Mr. Creedon and yourself. Was there anyone else there ? 

Mr. McCoy. And members of our staff. 

Mr. Casey. Could you specify who was present at that meeting ? 

Mr. McCoy. At our first conference held in my office, besides myself 
there was Mr. Creedon, and as I reeall, Mr. Carson, Chief of the Steel 
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Division, and perhaps three or four members of ow staff, Whom I 
cannot reeall, 

Mr. CASEY. Do you remember that Mr. Carson was there? 

Mr. McCoy. Yes. 

Mr. Casry. He was the only one there with any background in th 
steel business / 

Mr. McCoy. By that vou mean who had bee actually operating a 
steel mill or steel plant ¢ 

Mr. Casry. That is right. 

Mr. McCoy. Well, I wouldn't know exactly, but I assume that he 
probably was the one who had the most experience there. 

Mr. CASEY. Tell me of anyone e lse that had any experience, 

Mr. Me 0%. Well, offhand | couldn't te I] you. 

Mr. Casry. What was the date of this conference ? 

Mr. McCoy. I don’t have any record on ceases but I believe it was 


probably a week prior to the issuance of the certificates of necessity 
some time in early December. 
Mr. ¢ YASEY. Do you know the date of the issuance of the certifi ate to 


the Hazleton Steel & Tubing Corp. ? 

Mr. McCoy. Well, they were all announced, I believe, in a press 
release by NPA or NSRB on De ceMm ibe or 19. 

Mr. Casey. Don’t vou have the date on which actually the certifi- 
cate was approved / 

Mr. McCoy. No: I do not. 

Mr. Casry. There has been testimony that the certificate was ap- 
proved on December 9, 1950. Does that date mean anything to you? 

Mr. McCoy. Not the precise date: no, sir. 

Mr. Casry. Now that conference at which it was decided to grant 
approximately 40 certificates, for which the percentages were fixed, 
was that based on some study of the steel facilities presently in exist- 
ence and of the needed - icity ? 

Mr. McCoy ° You may re call that the Secretary of Commerce in 
midsummer of 1950 had sabed the steel industry for a statement of 
their intentions with respect to increasing the capacity of the steel 
industry and output. The steel industry reported to Secretary Saw- 
yer that they had underway or were planning approximately 914 mil- 
lion tons of new ingot capacity. 

It was our opinion in the National Production Authority and in 
the department generally that there was a shortage of steel necessary 
to meet our defense requireme nt and our most essential defense-sup- 
porting civilian activities. It is very difficult to measure what that 
shortage might be, but we reached the general conclusion that it cer- 
tainly was somewhere between 5 and 10 million tons—that would 
represent the degree of shortage— and, that, therefore, the tonnages 
then before us for certification certainly came within our ideas of how 
much the industry should be expanded to meet our defense require- 
ments. 

Mr. Harpy. Do you have a pretty cood basis for those ideas, Mr. 
Met ‘oy ¢ 

Mr. McCoy. Mr. Chairman, off and on the Department had been 
making some studies of the requirements of an pr aes economy 
in terms of our basic materials, and, if vou re« all, here has been more 

r less a shortage of steel ever since the end of the war. 
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Mr. Harpy. I think most of us could make that observation as a gen- 
eral observation—that there is a shortage of steel. But I was just 
wonderi g¢ whether you had any concrete basis for saying that this 
came within your ideas of what the shortage consisted of. 

Mr. McCoy. Well, statistic: ally you compute the crowth of the 
economy, the increase in popul: ition and our indus trial eXpansion as 
requiring somew here around 5 percent per year. Our rough comput: A- 
tions on this basis—and again saying that you can’t measure a short- 
ave simply he ‘ause if you ade | up all the requirements they are muc h 
In excess of perhaps the real firm demand—that p yrobab ly Ld percent 
or more additional stee] capacity would be required just on a per- 
centage of growth of economy. 

Mr. Harpy. Then shall we say it was an intelligent guess 4 

Mr. McCoy. Well, the requirement for steel to meet our economic 
needs GVTOWS 1D about proportion to the crowth ot your general busi- 
hess structure. 

Mr. Harpy. I see. 

Mr. Casry. Now, Mr. McCoy, what record information did you 
have before you with respect to each of these 40 applicants at the time 
the certificates were oranted 4 

Mr. McCoy. What information did we have about each case? 

Mr. Casrty. That is right. 

Mr. McCoy. We had before us their applications in which they 
submitted the information that was required on the forms. 

Mr. Casey. Had any check been made of the information on those 
applications / 

Mr. McCoy. I think most of them had had some check. 

Mr. Casry. Now, I direct youl particular attention to the Hazleton 
Steel & Tubing Corp. Had any check been made of the information 
on the application at the time you granted that certificate 

Mr. MeCoy. I couldn’t answer that directly. The ap p lication it- 
self, if it had been received in our bureau, was in the hands of the 
Steel Division. They had not yet at that time, of course, submitted 
a a ¢ on it. 

Mr. Casey. And was it their function to check the information on 
that applica tion / 

Mr. McCoy. Pretty generally to check the information with respect 
to the new capacity that was outlined. 

Mr. Casey. I am talking about the facts and circumstances sur- 
rounding the particular applicant, his competency, the location of 
he particular facility, and his source of raw materials and those facts 
and circumstances, 

Mr. McCoy. Those are factors which the then report form required 
the division to examine; but more particularly with regard to the 
need for this facility or the need for the products that would be 
produced. 

Now, with respect to the competency of the peop le involved, and 
perhaps their reputation, only insofar as they were competent steel 
makers or had or could get vood experience in that field. That was 
one of the minor questions, ‘eee 

Mr. Harpy. That is a minor question. Just a minute. That is a 
minor question, and I take it from your testimony that the question 

to whether or not this mill could successfully operate would also 
bea minor question. 
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Mr. McCoy. No. Mino question from ou standpoint, not from 
the Facilities Bureau, which has to finally issue or recommend the 
certificate. * 

Mr. Harpy. Did you get 

Mr. McCoy. That doesn’t mean, Mr. Chairman, that in examina 
tion of the particular appl cation finally D\ NPA or DPA, that the 
reputation and standing of that particular firm is not taken into con 
sideration. It certainly is. 

Mr. Harpy. Let me ask you this 

Mr. McCoy. Sut I would po nt out that om particular respons! 
bility in industry opel itions 1s limited primal ly to the fa i ty tself, 
whether it Is needed in the cle fe nse effort. al al othe ter hnical matters, 

Mr. H ARDY. Well. when you are considering whethet or not a fa 
ity is neecled, do you give any consideration to the hkelihood that that 
facility might be successful and actually get into operation and 
perform ¢ 

Mr. Me¢ ‘OY. Yes: certainly we do. 

Mr. Harpy. Did you in this case ¢ 

Mr. McCoy. Yes: ] think that was looked into. 

Mir. Harpy. Specifically in What respect ¢ 

Mr. McCoy. It may be that that was not settled completely before 
the certificate was issued. 

Mr. Harpy. Specifically in what respect did you cheek any phase 
of this thing to see whether it would have a reasonable chance of being 
a successful operation ¢ 

Mr. McCoy. Well. the report, of course, on the certificate of amo1 
tization was not made by us until after the certificate was issued. 

Mr. Harpy. You are not quite answering my question. I want to 
know specifically in what respect was this applic ation checked to de 
termine the likelihood of its being successful and actually putting out 
any steel. 

Mr. Mc Coy. I think | Can say there Was a gehel al review of all those 
10-odd applications. 

Mr. I inpy. General review. I asked you about the speci fir case. 

Mr. McCoy. I couldn't tell you specifically about it. 

Mr. Hiarpy. Do you know whether there was : nybody that made 
any study to determine the prospects of this part ular plant ¢ 

Mr. McCoy. I can only say it was our function to do that. 

Mr. Harpy. Is your function to do it then. Are you testifying be 
fore this committee that you ignored your function in this case / 

Mr. McCoy. No. | will have to explain. I think that we took the 
‘ got capacity 
that was before us, if they looked reasonable and fitted in with the 
general expansion program, and seem to have a fair chance of success 
and would be carried out, should be certified. 

Mr. Harpy. All right now, you put your finger right on two points. 
You said if they looked reasonable. and if they had a fai chance for 
success. Did you not make those two statements / 

Mr. McCoy. Yes: that is right. 

Mr. Harpy. Did this look reasonable? And to whom did it look 
reasonable? Did it have a fair chance of success? And who made 
that determination? What did you have before you to indicate that 
this particular plant met either of those two criteria / 


eases as a group, reached the decision that all basie in 








7s CERTIFICATES OF NECESSITY AND DEFENSE LOANS 


Mr. McCoy. Well. we had before us, first of all, their application. 
They were to install these new facilities to produce approximately 
LoOO.000 Tnewot tons. 

Hr. Harpy. You had the application. That is granted. 

Mr. McCoy. Yes. That there was a need for that kind of output. 
Mr. HlArpy. You are hevoing the question agalh, Mr. MeCoy. | 
waht to get back to the two points: One, that it was reaso! able and 
that it hada fair chance of success, 

Mr. McCoy. Then I say that there was a need for it, and it seemed 
to us that a new facility in that area would fit a need for a shortage 
of steel. Now that is 2 reasonable, I take it, assumption to make, 
that here was an application 

Mr. Harpy. Mr. McCoy, J don’t think anybody here is going to an 
oue with you over an assumption that the facility might be needed in 
the community. I do not know. But you have not yet given this 
committee one iota of evidence that you had before you any single 
thing to indicate that there was a reasonable prospect that that facil 
It\ could produce ‘a single ton of the commodity \ hich it was supposed 
to produce. 

Mr. Me Coy. We had before us, Mr. ( hairman, their application— 
that this is what they intended to do—the process. 

Mr. Harpy. At the same time you had before you—did vou not ¢ 
one other item of material at least. You had the RFC report on it 
did vou hot i 

Mr. McCoy. No, sir. 

Mr. Harpy. You did not have the RFC report ¢ 

Mr. McCoy. No. 

Mr. Harpy. Mr. Bolling? 

Mr. Botitine. Do [ understand correctly that you based your deci- 
sion largely upon the application and that you took the application in 
wood faith ¢ 

Mr. McCoy. For all those applications, yes; we generally took them 
in good faith. 

Mr. Botting. In other words, there was no investigation of the 
factual information alleged in the application / 

Mr. McCoy. Not any detailed examination at that time; no, sir. 

Mr. Botting. That is all, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Harpy. Did you consider yourself competent to arrive indi- 
vidually at a determination that the plant had fair prospects of 


/ 


STICCeSS 


Mr. McCoy. Mr. Chairman, as I have indicated, we had before us 
all of these cases, which had had a preliminary review with respect to 
the intent ons, of course, of these proponents, 

Mr. Harpy. Preliminary review by whom ? 

Mr. McCoy. All of us looking at the proposal, 

Mr. Harpy. Looking at the aplication ¢ 

Mr. McCoy. That is right. 

Mr. Harpy. That is a very, very fine study. Go right ahead. 

Mr. McCoy. There were in those applications some very large con- 
cerns—Jones & Laughlin and a number of others which were inter- 
ested and we felt that we should take them more or less on their 
face value at that time; that they were serious in their intention to 
construct these new plants. Now, this was not involving a loan: this 
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was on the certificate of necessity for amortization of the new plant 
which they had asked for. Then, of course, to make more detailed 
reports from my particular bureau understand, we did the technical 
job which Mr. Leyda has described. So, I would say then that all of 
those cases that we had before us in the general conference were con 
sidered to be fairly sound Cases as a veneral rule , and that we should 
certify them. 

Mr. Harpy. Do you still consider this is a sound ease / 

Mr. McCoy. No. Since the loa application came in, and then in- 

vestigation was made, I would say that there probably is some doubt 

as to whether this company can carry it on. But if they meet the 
full conditions that were laid down, as I understand them, although 
I had nothing to do with the loan itself, I would say they might make 
a success of It. 

Mr. Harpy. Are you savin 
ot necessity vou did not v0 
for certificates / 

Mr. McCoy. No. sir: we did hot go into great detail regarding them. 

Mr. Harpy. Just let me ask you this one other question, Mr. MeCoy : 
Are you following the sume procedure now ¢ 

Mr. McCoy. No, Sir: we are not. Each ease Now is gone into 
thoroughly before our recommendation is made with respect to the 
need for the facility. We are now taking groups of cases that are 
similar with respect to expansion—— 

Mr. Harpy. Do you require re ports from your appropriate branches, 
or Whatever you call them, similar to the one that Mr. Leyda repre 
sented a while ago, before issuing a certificate of ne ‘essity ‘ 

Mr. McCoy. That is right: we do. That is from ny operation now. 

Mr. Harpy. I am talking about insofar as you go. Iam not holding 
you accountable for something that happens upstairs. 

Mr. McCoy. That is right. 

Mr. H ARDY. I Wanht to find out what you are doing. 

Mr. McCoy. That is right. A report must go forward on every 
case. 

Mr. Casry. Now, Mr. McCoy, is it not a fact that at the time that 
the certificate of necessity was granted to Hazleton Steel the applica 
tion indicated a proposal to reconstruct two Assel mills in connection 
with this facility ? 

Mr. McCoy. I believe so. 

Mr. Casey. And is it not a fact it was subsequently determined, 
after engineering reports, that that was a completely impractical 
wav to construct the facility ? 

Mr. McCoy. I suggest you ask the Loan Division about that. 

Mr. CASEY. I am asking you because you said the thing had a rea- 
sonable chance of success at that time, when you looked at it. 

Mr. McCoy. I still feel it does. 

Mr. CASEY. And you still feel you were competent to pass upon the 
application in view of what transpired later? 

Mr. McCoy. I still maintain that the original proposal if carried 
out the way they indicated. had a reasonable chance of success. 

Mr. Casry. Do you feel the construction of these Assel mills as re p- 
resented in the application that you passed on would have had a 


reasonable chance of success ? 


Mr. McCoy. I think so. 


o in the original granting of certificates 
] 


into detail on any of vour applications 
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Mr. Casey. What do you know about Assel mills? 

Mr. McCoy. Nothing: only what I am told by experts. 

Mr. Casry. Were vou told by e xperts at the time you passed thi 
application that this facility would work ? 

Mir. MeCoy. I asked about that and was assured they probably 
would be less efficient than other t\ pes. 

Mr. Casey. Whom did vou ask ? 

Mr. McCoy. I believe it was some of our people in the Ste 
Divi SION. 

Mr. Casry. Who specifically? Did you ask Mr. Carson ? 

Mi Mi Coy. ] ay have: | don't recall. There Was a general a 
cussion on that. 

Mr. Rieutman. IT think his testimony shows that they just looked 
over the applications generally and asked for no inte rmation from any 
souree, 

Mr. McCoy. May I eall attention to the fact he is talking about a 
late pe riod in connection with the loan application. 

Mr. Casry. No; Iam not. I am talking about the application you 
approved on December 9 

Mr. Mi OY. Phe decision, | believe, by the company to change the r 
equipment was mag le in connection with the loan negotiations. 

Mr. Harpy. That is exactly the point. You approved the thing for 
a certifi ‘ate of necessit vy based upon the utilization of these old mills 
{ hat OVlglhs ally hi id be en er SIs oned t o make « artridges, ] be lieve she Is 


And you said that on the basis of the application you made a finding 


1 


there was a reasonable chance of suecess. Now, do vou know whether 
the engineers subsequent to that time you set yourse If up as an author 
itv, apparently, on these applications, have made a determination that 
there was not a reasonable chance of suecess with those old mills, and 
so, therefore, they required an increase in the investment and increase 
in the loan ? 

Mir. McCoy. That was a discussion and determination that took 
~— at some later time. 

. Harpy. That is correct. But at the time you made your dect- 
sion with mee sealngeenspoech atin te of necessity, in December, you mai le 
a finding that there was a reasonable chance of success of this plant 
as then proposed. Is that not right? 

Mr. McCoy. That is right. 

Mr. Harpy. And do you still consider yourself competent to mak 
that finding ? 

Mr. McCoy. Well, I think, yes; that we were right then; that there 
was a reasonable chance of suecess. We could - Wrong about it. 

Mr. Rreeeuwan. This has been asked before, Mr. Chairman—but 
what did you base your finding on 4 

Mr. McCoy. I would have to answer that by saying that we looked 
at all these cases W hich were for thee xpansion of steel. They I seemed 
to us to be sound, reasonable proposals for the expansion ‘of ingot 

ipacity, some of them from inbe comaaineey medium companies, and 
some from new e hnterpr ses, 

Mr. Riemiman. Well, who in your group had sufficient information 
to say that this shell plant could be converted to tubing steel ? 

Mr. McCoy. I don’t know that that specific part of this specific 
appli ‘ation Was discussed at that time. 


| 
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Mr. Harpy. In other words, you just granted the application in the 
dark ? 

Mr. McCoy. And in the case of this group of certificates we had 
with us at the time the Chief of the Steel Division. 

Mr. Harpy. I don’t think there is any need of pursuing that any 
further. 

Mr. Lanrarr. I would like to ask a question. 

Mr. Harpy. Allright, Mr. Lantaff. 

Mr. Lantarr. Did this action, taken as a result of this conference, 
result in approving all pending certificates for steel expansion / 

Mr. McCoy. No. <As I recall, it did not all the pending cases at 
that time. Most of them, I believe, were ap proved pending at that 
time. There have been subsequently a lot more. 

Mr. Harpy. That isa very pertinent question. 

Mr. Lanrarr. At that time did you just bundle up a ll the pending 
applications for certificates for plant expansion in the iron and steel 
industry, and as a result of that conference approve them / 

Mr. Mc Coy. As I recall, we selected all the cases, all the applica 
tions that had been filed which we felt were reasonable and sound and 
considered them as a group. 

Mr. Lantarr. As of that date 

Mr. McCoy. That may have excluded some that were either filed 
with us and had been received by us, had been filed and had been 
received by us. I couldn't tell you exactly how many were not in- 
cluded in that original determination. 

Mr. Lanrarr. Who selected these forty odd applications that were 
approved in blanket ? 

Mr. Mi Coy. The Indus try Ope rations Bureau and the Facilities 
Bureau jointly selected the applications. 

Mr. Lanrarr. Now, the Industry Operations Bureau had as one of 
itse mployees Mr. Leyda: did it not? 

Mr. McCoy. That is right. 

Mr. LAN AFF. Now, Mr. Leyda had turned this applic: ation down. 
How did Hazleton Steel oet included in these 40 then? Who pic ked 
them out? Did you pick them out or did somebody else pick out 
the 40? 

Mr. McCoy. They were selected from the then pending applica- 
tions. I couldn’t be certain about this. but probably it was all of the 
applications we then had for basic expansion in ingot. 

Mr. Lantarr. All the applications? 

Mr. McCoy. In basic expansion on the ingots we then had. There 
might have been some other cases on finishing— ‘ 

Mr. LAntarr. In other words, there was no selectivity exercised ; 
you just took all the pending applications to consider as a bulk? 

Mr. McCoy. I assume we had to consider them all together. 

Mr. Lantarr. Mr. McCoy, you are head of this Department (Bu- 
reau). Don’t you know ? 

Mr. McCoy. I can’t remember at the time when we laid them out. 

Mr. LANTAFF. We are cle aling with several billion dollars here. 

Mr. McCoy. You asked the specific question as to whether we had 
pushed aside some others we then had pending and did not decide on 
them. 

Mr. Lantarr. Right. 
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Mr. McCoy. I can’t recall at the moment. 

Mr. Harpy. Would your records show 4 

Mr. McCoy. No, sir; I don’t think they would shew that detail. 

Mr. Harpy. You mean your records wouldn’t show whether or not 
there were other pe nding app slications for steel facilities at the time 
that you passed on these 

Mr. McCoy. We have a record in the Indus try Operations Bureau 
of the receipt of these applications from the Facilities Bureau, and I 
could consult our records to see whether we had actually received in 
our Bureau by that time more applications or an additional number 
than the ones we considered at that time. 

Mr. Lantarr. Do you mean to tell me you don’t remember this one 
fact /—in the discussions leading up to this conference, whether or not 
the decision was made to pull out all pending applications for con- 
sideration, or whether or not you picked out the 40 specific ones to 
consider 4 

Mr. McCoy. Well, as I stated, Mr. Lantaff, my recollection is that 
ve had all the cases, but I couldn’t be absolutely sure about that. 

Mr. Lantarr. As well as you remember, you just took all pending 
applications and approved them ? 

Mr. Mi Coy. Th: atis my recollection. 

Mr. Benper. Do you follow the suggestions or recommendations of 
your subordinates; is that correct ? 

Mr. McCoy. No, sir: not altogether. 

Mr. Benner. Does Mr. Leyda have any standing with you ? 

Mr. McCoy. I don’t know how to answer that question. He is a 
member of the staff of the Tron and Steel Division and is responsible 
to the Director of that Division. 

Mr. Benper. That is, you have no jurisdiction over him ? 

Mr. McCoy. I have no direct. He is a member of the staff of the 
Steel Division and his immediate superior is the director of the Steel 
Division. 

Mr. Benner. Any recommendation that he would make or any 
written statement that he would present would have some weight with 
you? 

Mr. McCoy. Yes, some: but I may explain that I do not neces- 
sarily approve all of my subordinates’ recommendations in any event. 

Mr. Harpy. It would be assumed, would it not, where you over- 
ruled him you would have impelling reasons to do so ? 

Mr. McCoy. Certainly. 

Mr. Benper. Well, there are some subordinates that disagreed with 
Mr. Leyda’s position; is that correct ? 

Mr. McCoy. Some subordinates ? 

Mr. Benner. Some other subordinates, or some other members of 
your staff who didn’t share his rather dim view of this project. 

Mr. McCoy. He rendered the report that he spoke of here in his 
testimony. ‘That report was not sent forward by me. 

Mr. Benper. That is, you held that back ? 

Mr. McCoy. We held that back and submitted another report later 
in January to complete the record. 

Mr. Harpy. On that particular point, actually his report was not 
submitted to you until after the certificate h: ad been approved ? 

Mr. McCoy. That is right. 
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Mr. Casry. Mr. McCoy, were you conscious of the fact this appli- 
cation was being conside red in the Iron and Steel Division at the very 
time you gr unted the certificate of ne ‘essity / 

Mr. McCoy. When we 

Mr. Casry. Were you conscious of the fact it was being considered ? 

Mr. McCoy. When we reached the decision on this group, we knew 
that we had not completed all of our detailed reporting on these cases 
which had - 

Mr. Casey. Did you know that the Iron and Steel Division was 
actually considering this application for certificate of necessity / 

Mr. McCoy. Sure; they would have all these applications. 

Mr. Boutuine. Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Harpy. Go ahead, Mr. Bolling. 

Mr. Bouuinc. What was the reason that impelled this group, con- 
scious of the fact that it had not received all the technical reports on 
all the applications; in other words, that the alleged facts in the appli- 
cations had not been thoroughly investigated and examined—what 
was the impelling reason that caused this group in a blanket manner 
toapprove in bulk ap proxim: itely 40 applications ¢ 

Mr. McCoy. Our principal reason was the urgency of getting new 
steel expansion under way. We were very short of ste ‘el. Our defense 
program depended pretty largely upon getting additional steel and 
getting itasr: ipidly as possib le. The steel companies that would file 
these applications had told us, some of them, most of them, that their 
expansion plans were predicated upon getting accelerated amortiza- 
tion. That was particularly true of some sompanies, I believe, that 
would not have gone ahead promptly with laying their plans for 
expansion unless they had assurance that they were able to amortize 
the new facilities. 

Mr. Benpver. How much was involved in actual money, dollars, in 
these 40 applications that were given priority, or were approved ¢ 
What was the total amount of money involved ¢ 

Mr. McCoy. I believe that is in the official press release, and I don’t 
recall the exact amount of money. 

Mr. Benpver. How much would you guess ? 

Mr. Harpy. Let’s let him supply it. Have we got the press release ? 

Mr. Casey. Yes. 

Mr. Harpy. Let’s get it accurate if we can. 

Mr. Benver. Well, Mr. Chairman—— 

Mr. Casry. I am reading here from copy of a press release that was 
furnished to us dated December 13, 1950, and it states: 

Issuance of 48 necessity certificates for rapid tax write-off to expand defense 
facilities of 18 steel and 3 refractory companies was announced today by Stuart 
Symington, Chairman of the National Security Resources Board. In steel the 
necessity certificates issued were for expanded facilities estimated at 
$469,266,3438. 


Mr. Benper. This $7,800,000 was a part of that total ? 

Mr. McCoy. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Benper. Four hundred and sixty-nine million dollars in round 
figures. Well, did you use the same kind of thinking or the same 
kind—that is, in reaching your conclusion as to the total amount of 
$469 million, was your over-all thinking in line with your thinking 
on this particular project ? 
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Mr. McCoy. The $469 million represents the aggregate new invest- 
ment, part of which was covered by these certificates. Il am not 
sure 

Mi H ARDY. You procedure W ith respect to all of them was the same 
asit wasonthis? I think that is what Mr. Bender means. 

Mr. Benpver. That is right. I probably phrased my question rather 
clun sily. ; 

What I meantosay isthis: You approved this 87,800,000 transaction 
without very much consideration, obviously, as you testified ; without 
examining it very carefully; without paying too much attention to 
what others in the bureau, or subordinates, had to say. Now, was your 
thinking on the other transactions in line with your thinking on this 
transaction ¢ 
Mr. McCoy. We treated all of them alike with respect to the facility. 
If it was ingot production, an increased ingot production, a small firm 
or medium-sized firm, it got the same treatment. 

Mr. Benper. That is, the whole thing went through like a cat goes 
through a dog show / 

Mr. McCoy. As I emphasized, we were, shall I say, under pressure 
to get certification out for new steel capacity. The industry would like 
to have a word from what they could expect in the way of amortization 
SO they could proceed with their plans to expand stee] output. 

Mr. Harpy. Off the record. 

(Discussion off the record. ) 

Mr. Harpy. Mr. Lantaff ? 

Mr. Lanrtrarr. Are the provisions of the law under which the cer- 
tificates are issued such that should subsequent facts be developed 
which indicate that the statements made in the application are not 
true, that the NPA could then cancel the certificate 4 

Mr. McCoy. That is probably a legal question, but I will offer a 
nonlegal viewpoint on it; and that is, if it is discovered at any time 
that we were misinformed, in other words, misrepresentation, I am 
fairly sure we could take proper action. 

Mr. Lanrarr. Based upon Mr. Leyda’s report to you that the state- 
ments contained in the application were not true, and knowing that 
to be a fact now, would you recommend that this particular certificate 
for Hazelton Steel be canceled 4 

Mr. McCoy. Well, I couldn’t answer that because it is not my 
responsibility. : 

Mr. Lanrarr. I say, “Would you recommend?” You recommend 
the granting of it. 

Mr. McCoy. Well, if you want to base it on what has been brought 
out this morning with respect’ to the statement about pig iron, for 
example, 1 would say that is not necessarily controlling, because for 
electric-furnace operation pig-iron supply is not very important, 
Most electric furnaces are as a rule—as a generality an electric- 
furnace Operation operates 9S percent on scrap. 

Mr. Lanvarr. Then, predicated on Mr. Leyda’s report of the fact 
that the statements contained in there were not true and this did not 
have a chance of reasonable success, you still would not recommend 
canceling the certificate: is that right ? 

Mr. McCoy. Well, on the objections you have brought up here. or 
rather, on the basis you have brought up here—— 
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Mr. Lantarr. On Mr. Leyda’s report. 

Mr. McCoy. On the pig Iron, no, 

Mr. Lantrarr. Not on the pig iron ¢ 

Mr. McCoy. That is not sufficient. Mr. Le yda’s report which refers 
to the availability of pig iron . 

Mr. Lanrarr. I am not talking about the whole report, based on his 
report to you. 

Mr. McCoy. I was going through it. 

Mr. Lantarr. Let's just take the whole thing. Based on his report 
to you, which shows there were certain misstatements made in that 
application on which you relied, would you now change your 
recommendation 4 

Mr. McCoy. Not on the basis of his particular report, no. 

Mr. Lanrarr. You mean to tell me— 

Mr. McCoy. Not on the report on the certificate of necessity. 

Mr. Lanvarr. Then all this work Mr. Leyda did was for naught. 

Mr. McCoy. Not necessarily. 

Mr. Botting. Mr. Chairman, there is a very pertinent point here. 
You do not consider it significant that without any successful chal- 
lenge a member of your staff, a subordinate of yours, stated that al- 
leged facts in an application were not facts. You are saying, in 
effect, that you do not consider that the fact that the applicant may 
not have told the truth is important in considering his qualifications 
to get certain favorable treatment on tax amortization. 

Mr. McCoy. Surely, if there has been considerable or substantial 
misrepresentation here of a serious nature, I think action should be 
taken. 

Mr. Lanrarr. If there is any misre ‘presentation—— 

Mr. McCoy. May I explain my point. The question of pig iron 
here, I think is a very minor one. 

Mr. Lanrarr. You mean as to whether or not they can get the 
material ¢ 

Mr. McCoy. That doesn’t matter with regard to the successful oper- 
ation of the plant. 

Mr. Harpy. It does not make any difference whether they can get 
any materials or not / 

Mr. McCoy. They operate on scrap—not on pig iron. 

Mr. Harpy. If I remember correctly, his statement covered both 
scrap and pig iron, so you disregarded both. 

Mr. McCoy. No. 

Mr. Harpy. We are not getting anywhere. 

Mr. McCoy. May I add that with regard to both pig iron and serap 
that his statement with regard—maybe it is a misstatement, that he 
said he had pig iron when he didn’t. Now that is a misstatement, of 
course, but that isn’t very important, because the operation could go 
on without pig iron. Most electric-furnace operations use ho pig iron 
at all. 

With regard to the ser: ap situation, the report here indicates that 
there is a shortage of scrap in that area, or that the use of scrap in that 
area would take it from some other mill. But we have approved and 
will approve steel mill operations, all of which use scrap—most steel 
mills clo. 

Mr. Harpy. Let me just ask you a general question now. Are you 
approving, and are you going to continue to approve, certificates of 








LS6 CERTIFICATES OF NECESSITY AND DEFENSE LOANS 


necessity for tax-amortization purposes for plants for which there is 
no assured source of supply of raw materials ¢ 

Mr. McCoy. No; where there is no assured source of supply. But 
we do have a supply of serap. 

Mr. Harpy: And you got an assured supply of scrap then, notwith- 
standing the statement made by Mr. Leyda. Maybe you checked to 
find out whether he was right or wrong. Did you! 

Mr. McCoy. What he says here seems to me to be quite irrelevant. 
Every steel mill uses scrap, and if we denied all applications for new 
steel based on availability, we wouldn’t have any. 

Mr. Harpy. Go ahead, Mr. Riehlman. 

Mr. RirnimMan. Do you mean to tell this committee if a person is 
applying for a certificate of necessity and you find that he has falsified 
his statement, that it is irrelevant to granting a certificate / 

Mr. McCoy. No; I don’t want to. 

Mr. Rreuuman. That is exactly what you have said. 

Mr. McCoy. I don’t want to be misunderstood on that. I think this 
was a minor thing. 

Mr. Rreuxuman. Is it a minor thing to falsify when you are making 
an applicat ion for a certificate of necessity ¢ 

Mr. McCoy. No; it is not. 

Mr. Rrentman. <All right, then let’s get that. 

Mr. McCoy. I think here is a question of whether he could get pig 
Iron or not. 

Mr. Benpver. Mr. Chairman, we haven't heard the gentlemen who 
made the application. That is, I understand that Mr. Dowd and his 
associates are here—frankly, 1 don’t like this deal, but these gentle- 
men may be Christians compared to the others, that, this $7,800,000 
of the $469,000,000. I am tremendously interested in 87,800,000, but 
I am more interested in the light of Mr. MceCoy’s testimony and his 
thinking on these issues in the $469,000,000, 

Mr. Harpy. Let me say to the subcommittee— 

Mr. Dowp. Mr. Chairman / 

Mr. Harpy. Justa minute. Let me say to the subcommittee that the 
concern of this subcommittee is not the question as to whether we are 

going to make Christians out of anybody. The concern of this sub- 
committee relates purely with the operation of the Federal agency that 
are entrusted with the responsibility for administering this program. 
Mr. Dowd is not on trial before this subcommittee and neither is 
anybody else. It is not up to this subcommittee to determine whether 
fraud is involved or not. That is a matter for the Justice Department 
and for the courts to decide, and it is not my intention to let this hear- 
ing get into that phase of the matter. 

The whole point in this particular dispute is a statement by one 
employee in an agency that there are statements on an application 
which are not supported by his investigation. Now, then, the ques- 
tion that is involved here is why did another, a superior in that same 
organization, ignore the observations of a subordinate 7? 

Mr. Benner. That is very clear to me, and I am not suggesting any 
fraud. I am not suggesting any wrongdoing on the part of any of 
these ap] ‘licants. What Lam suggesting is that we have a demonstra- 
tion of the worst kind of stupidity here in the handling of these appli- 
cations and in the over-all picture. The one hand knows little of 
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what the other hand is doing. And we are concerned about the con- 
fusion that exists. I can understand why business people are dis- 
tressed and why we have unemployment in areas where we should 
have an abundance of employment when you have such an internal 
conflict existing as is demonstrated here in this particular agency. 

Mr. Harpy. I think it is very clear, Mr. Bender, there was not as 
close coordination and cooperation within the agency as there should 
have been, and that is the thing we are trying to deve lop here at the 
moment. 

I think we might expedite matters if we can get back now to the line 
of interrogation which counsel is following, unless there are some 
short questions that members of the subcommittee might dispose of 
with Mr. McCoy. 

Certainly Mr. McC oy’s testimony has not been as clear and as un- 
equivocal as I would expect to find, Mr. McC oy, from a man occupying 
the position which you occupy in the Department of Commerce. 

Mr. McCoy. Lam sorry, but Iam trying my best to answer as directly 
as I can. 

Mr. Harpy. Mr. McCoy, I don’t think you are trying. If you are 
trying as best you can to answer directly, then there is some question 
in my mind as to how in the world you ever reached the position which 
you occupy, if - can’t do better than that. 

All right, Mr. Casey, proceed. 

Mr. Casry. Mr. M« ‘Coy, is the issuance of these certificates of neces- 
sity governed by certain regulations / 

Mr. McCoy. Yes. Thee ontrolling regulation, of course, is the leg- 
islation. 

Mr. Casey. Were there regulations issued pursuant to that legis- 
lation ? 

Mr. McCoy. The NSRB initially issued some regulations. 

Mr. Casry. I show you these regulations | handing document to 
witness] and ask you whether or not those are the regulations that 
govern the issuance of certificates of necessity. 

Mr. McCoy. Yes; those are the ones. 

Mr. Casey. Now I ask you whether or not, at the time that this 
group of certificates was issued to the steel indust ry on December 9. or 
thereabouts, you were conse ious of section 600.3 (f). entit led “Respon- 
sibility of Agencies and Officers Other Than the Certifying Author- 
ity,” specific rally the responsibilities of the delegate agencies. Are 
you a delegate agency under this revenue act? 

Mr. McCoy. At that time we were. 

Mr. Harpy. Were you conscious of that provisions in the regula- 
tions? 

Mr. Casey. I will read the provision [reading 

Delegate agencies and officers shall be responsible for making a report and 
recommendations for specific action to the certifying authority regarding each 
application. Such report and recommendation shall be based upon a thorough 
examination and investigation conducted by the delegate agency or officer or 
other competent Government agencies or officers. 

Are you conscious of that? 

Mr. McCoy. That is right. 

Mr. Botziine. What is the date of that? 

Mr. Casty. I cannot find it here. 


83530—51——13 
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Mr. Harpy. Is that the Federal Register you are reading from ? 

Mr. Casry. Yes. 

Mr. Harpy. What is the page and the reference ? 

You are familiar with that part of the regulations ? 

Mr. McCoy. Yes; surely. 

Mr. Harpy. Do you consider that you carried out your responsibili- 
ties under that regulation / 

Mr. McCoy. Well, we have two places —- 

Mr. Harpy. Can you just— 

Mr. McCoy. I want to explain my answer—otherwise. I do not 
make a report—the Industry Operations. I do not make the report 


in that case to NSRB. That is made by the Facilities Bureau of NPA, 


which is charged with making the detailed reports to NSRB. 

Mr. Harpy. Their reporis are based on your recommendation to 
them ? 

Mr. McCoy. Presumably so, yes. 

Mr. Casry. In other words, your recommendation is an integral 
part of the recommendations made to the NSRB ? 

Mr. McCoy. It is a part of it, but I never had the responsibility 
for recommending to NSRB. 

Mr. Harpy. Let me see. 

Mr. Botitine. While you are looking at this—was this regulation in 
existence before this set of decisions was made, this recommendation ? 

Mr. McCoy. Yes: it was, because I don’t believe that there was any 
ponecaree set up for handling amortization cases until that regu- 
lation was issued. 

Mr. ceca I again want to read a portion of this |reading 





Delegate agencies and officers shall be responsible for making a report and 
recommendations for specific action to the certifying authority regarding each 
application. Sueh report and recommendation shall be based upon a thorough 
examination and investigation conducted by the delegate agency or officer or by 
other competent Government agencies or officers. 

Mr. McCoy. And a detailed oo did go to NSRB when they 
wae the certifying : agency on eac h case. 

Harpy. And your part of th at. total document was to submit 
A ee ition based upon a thorough examination and investi- 
eation: is that 1 iot correct / 

Mr. McCoy. That is part of that recommendation which was my 
job. 
~ Mr. Harpy. And T ask you: Did anything which your submitted 
In connection with this particular app lication result from a thorough 
examination of this particular case ? 

Mr. McCoy. I wouldn't say that we had made a thorough examina- 
tion on all these cases. 

Mr. Harpy. Is that what the regulation says you shall do? 

Mr. McCoy. For NPA. Yes; for NPA. 

Mr. Harpy. Weren’t vou part, of NPA? 

Mr. McCoy. Part of it: yes, SIr. 

Mr. Harpy. The part that was charged with that responsibility ? 

Mr. McCoy. No, sir. 

Mr. Harpy. Who was? 

Mr. McCoy. The Facilities Bureau. May I explain—— 

Mr. Harpy. Don’t you furnish the basis upon which the Facilities 
Bureau operates / 
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Mr. McCoy. Yes, sir: we do. 

Mr. Harpy. And, if the basis is false, how can the Facilities Bu- 
reau submit a true report / 

Mr. McCoy. If the basis—— 

Mr. Harpy. In other words, are you telling this committee that it 
is your branch that is responsible for falsification on the part of the 
Facilities Bureau, the certifying officer 

Mr. McCoy. No, sIr: no. Ialsification, no, sir. We did submit a 
report on all these cases to NSRB—I mean, NPA. 

Mr. Harpy. You submitted a report. Was that report based on a 
thorough examination ? 

Mr. McCoy. I think we would call it an examination. Now we 
might argue 

Mr. Harpy. Is that what the regulation says ? 

Mr. McCoy. No, sir: the xy Say ~ thorough examination.” 

Mr. Harpy. Did you comply with the regulation and your re- 
sponsibility under that reeulation ? 

Mr. McCoy. I think I would say that these cases had a thorough 
examination with respect to the application itself. I think so, Mr. 
Chairman. I believe we did. 

Mr. LANTAFF. Do you have a copy of the report you submitted on 
these 48 cases ? 

Mr. McCoy. They are all in the files. 

Mr. LANTAI F. Do you have a cops ot your report on the Hazleton 
Steel ? 

Mr. Harpy. We have rot that. We will eet to th 

Mr. Casey. Let me cirect your attention to anot] 
same regulation, that 


at in a minute 
ier section of this 


in making the determination on the certificate of necessity, consideration will 
be given to certain other factors, including the compete Vv, performance record 
if any, and any other factors bearing upon the ability « he ap] ant to mal 


age effectively the proposed expanded facilities 


What consideration was elven in the recor mendation that you 
made on the Hazleton Steel to that particular factor ? 

Mr. McCoy. Well, I don’t believe our report, as we have it written 
out here, went into that thoroughly; no. 

Mr. Harpy. So, in that respect, you ignored your responsibility ? 

Mr. McCoy. I think we took most of these certificates at that time 
on eood faith. ] mean, their app lie: itio1 1 on vood f; al th. 

Mr. Harpy. So then, with respect to that provis! on in the regula- 
tion, you ignored it ? 

Mr. Mc Cov. FE you want to eall it that, but I think we mieht say 
we were under pressure to get these out and- 

Mr. Harpy. I am not ask hike you that. There may be mitigating 
circumstances. 

Mr. McCoy. I think we admit, Mr. Chairman, we did not carry out 
fully an intensive investigation. 

Mr. Harpy. I can understand there was pressure at that time. 

Mr. McCoy. That is right. 

Mr. Harpy. In trying to get things going; that there were mitigat- 
ing circumstances; and, if you will just state there were mitigating 
circumstances and admit the true facts about this, we would get along 
a whole lot faster. 
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Mr. Casry. Mr. McCoy, at some time Mr. Leyda’s and Mr. Carson’s 
recommendation on the Hazelton case came to your desk. Is that so? 

Mr. McCoy. Yes. 

Mr. Casey. And that was January 5, 1951, or shortly thereafter? 

Mr. McCoy. Yes. 

Mr. Casey. And what was the purpose of hi aving Mr. Leyda and 
Mr. Carson make the investigation they were m: iking a month after 
the certificate had been issued ¢ 

Mr. McCoy. Well, I explain it this way: Again under pressure to 
get out some certificates so that the steel expansion could go on, we 
arrived at this general conclusion of how we would deal with these 
cases, and then to submit the detailed report; that is, from our office 
later. 

Mr. Casry. Well, I don’t know that that answers my question. 

Mr. McCoy. That is how the report came along later after the 
certification. 

Mr. Casey. I know, but you had already granted the certificate of 
necessity. 

Mr. McCoy. The certificate had been granted; that is right. 

Mr. Casry. Was it for the purpose of permitting the Iron and Steel 
Division to submit any evidence of inconsistency that they might find 
in studying the application and the circumstances indicated on the 
application ? 

Mr. McCoy. Well, sure; they could do that. 

Mr. Casey. Did they do it in this case ? 

Mr. McCoy. The timing was as I have explained. In early 
December 

Mr. Casey. I know the timing. 

Mr. McCoy. We decided to do that. We didn’t have all of the de- 
tailed timing and reporting finished on these cases, 

Mr. Casry. I am asking you what was the purpose of getting this 
kind of record built up after the certificate had been issued ? 

Mr. McCoy. Simply because we wanted to have our own records 
complete as to what we have done in each case. 

Mr, Casry. Now, when Mr. Leyda’s and Mr. Carson’s recommenda- 
tion came to your desk, and it was completely adverse to the appli- 
cation for certificate in this case, you, of course, could not forward 
that application through in the regular manner; could you? 

Mr. McCoy. Surely, I could do so, ; 

Mr. Casey. Had you not already committed yourself to the granting 
of this application ¢ 

Mr. McCoy. I could do so; could have sent that report on to the 
Facilities Bureau. The Facilities Bureau were informed that the 
Steel Division did not approve this particular one. I didn’t file this 
re ae with them, We prepared another one which was—— 

Mr. Casry. We are going to come to that one. es you could not 
approve thre recommendation by Mr. Leyda and Mr. Carson because 
you had already committed yourself 1 month previous . the granting 
of this certificate, 

Mr. McCoy. Well, I don’t say “committed” myself. It was a group 
deci a in NPA, not merely my decision. 

Mr. Casey. Did you concur ; 

Mr. Me Coy. I concurred in the general decision to certify the cases 
we had before us, but it wasn’t my individual decision. 
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Mr. Casey. Then describe to us what you did with Mr. Leyda’s and 
Mr. Carson’s recommendation. 

Mr. McCoy. This report, among others on these other cases, came 
to me, Mr. Leyda’s, the Steel Division report. I spoke to Mr. Car- 
son—— 

Mr. Casey. Before we get that far. 

Mr. McCoy. Yes. 

Mr. Casey. Did you have the recommendation of the Iron and 
Steel Division in the form in which it has been presented here on 
any of the 48 cases you approved on December 9 ? 

Mr. McCoy. There had been, as I recall, no detailed reports sub- 
mitted to me at that time. 

Mr. Casey. In other words, the form of this report that Mr. Leyda 
and Mr. Carson forwarded in connection with the Hazleton case had 
not reached your desk or had not been brought to your attention prior 
to the granting of any of the 48 certificates 

Mr. Harpy. With respect to any of them ? 

Mr. McCoy. As I recall, we had at that time no form set up to use 
ourselves, and at that conference where we determined what would be 
the policy of NPA with respect to the certificates, also we discussed 
the type, form, that we would apply to each case in support of it. 

Mr. Casey. What I am trying to bring out is this— 

Mr. McCoy. Therefore, as far as I recall, there was no report form. 
I don’t know whether these were in existence at that time or not. 

Mr. Casey. It is clearly evident that the details concerning the 
particular applicant in the Hazleton case had not been investigated 
prior to the granting of the certificate on December 9. Is that true 
with respect to each of the other 47 applicants? 

Mr. McCoy. I think it would be generally true; yes. 

Mr. Casey. Now, when you received this recommendation from Mr. 
Carson and Mr. Leyda, specifically what did you do with it? 

Mr. McCoy. These reached me, of course, after the certification had 
been made. The report which he has referred to, I considered, and 
as I indicated a short time ago, I did not consider that the matter on 
pig iron was too relevant. 

Mr. Casry. Let me stop you right there. 

Mr. McCoy. All right. 

Mr. Casey. Did you verify with the Bethlehem Steel Co. that this 
statement by Mr. Leyda was correct ? 

Mr. McCoy. That the statement with regard to—— 

Mr. Casey. To the supply of pig iron. 

Mr. McCoy. The supply of pig iron. No, I did not; I took his word 
for that. 

Mr. Casey. And did you not feel that Mr. Leyda must have thought 
this was a material 1. uisreprese ntation in the applic ation ? 

Mr. McCoy. Yes, sir; I think he did, and it is, I regret to say, a 
misrepresentation on the part of the applicant. 

Mr. Casey. But you decided that this was an immaterial misrepre- 
sentation ? 

Mr. McCoy. Well, I didn’t think at the moment it was enough to 
have a substantial nature, although I understood that later on, check- 
ing on this, they had had some promises of pig iron, but that is a 
misrepresentation, that is true. 
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Mr. Casey. And Mr. Leyda thought it was a material misrepresen- 

tation ¢ 
Ir. McCoy. Yes, sir; he did. I disagree with him about that. 

Mr. Casey. Mr. Leyda has a complete background in the steel in- 
dustry ? 
Mr. McCoy. Yes; Mr. Leyda does 
Mr. Casey. I see. 
Now did you verify the fact of Mr. Dowd’s association with the 


Pennsylvania Ms mufacturers Association ? 
Mr. McCoy. No. sir: I didn’t verify it. 
Mr. Casry. Now, you processed through to your superiors some dif- 


ferent recommendations with respect to the Hazleton Steel certificate 
ot necessity : is that so? 

Mr. McCoy. Now you are confusing the loan report with the certifi- 
cate. The question with regard to Mr. Dowd did not come up in the 
certificate of necessity as I recall it. You are talking about the loan. 

Mr. Casey. At any rate I was asking about the two recommenda- 
tions. But you did process through some other recommendation with 
respect to the application for certificate of necessity ¢ 

Mr. McCoy. Yes, I did. 

Mr. Casry. Now I show you this report here and ask you whether 
or not that is your signature [showing document to witness | ? 

Mr. McCoy. That is right. 

Mr. Casey. And that is the report that you processed ? 

Mr. McCoy. That is the report. 

Mr. Casry. Now do you have a copy of that report before you, Mr. 
MeCoy 

Mr. Mi Coy. Yes, I do. 

Mr. Casey. What is the date of that report ? 

Mr. McCoy. January 26. 

Mr. Casry. 19514? 

Mr. McCoy. 1951. 

Mr. Casey. And will you read anything from that report that was 
used as a basis for the favorable recommendation on the Hazelton 


Mr. MeCoy. The report is under section 9 [reading | : 


Present indications point to a significant shortage of oil country tubular goods. 
As the oil production program increases and the defense needs expand, this 


shortage will become more acute. Direct military requirements for seamless 
tubing are also growing, and judging from World War II experience, would be 
extremely large in case of full mobilization. 


Mr. Casry. Is there anything on that recommendation that dis- 
cusses In any way, shape, or manner the competency and performance 
record of the app ylicant in this case ? 

Mr. McCoy. I think this short form does not include that question, 

Mr. Casey. And yet the regulations require that that be one of the 
factors to be considered in the granting of the certificates. 

Mr. McCoy. That is right; but you see this isn’t the final documen- 
tation on that. 

Mr. Casey. Who else would consider the competency and perform- 
ance record besides your Division ? 

Mr. McCoy. The Facilities Bureau. 

Mr. Casey. What information would they have on it? Do they 
have a staff? 
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Mr. McCoy. The Vy have an indepe ndent investigation. 

Mr. Casry. I see. Well now what did you do with the recom- 
mendations of Mr. Leyda and Mr. Carson / Was that processed along 
with this approval here? 

Mr. McCoy . On the certificate of necessity ¢ 

Mr. Casey. That is right. 

Mr. McCoy. No: it was not. But the Facilities Bureau was in- 
formed by me that the Steel Division cid not approve the : app lie ation. 

Mr. Casry. Did you retain that in your own file, Mr. MeC oy! 

Mr. McCoy. | ardon me ¢ 

Mr. Casey. Did you retain that recommendation in your own file ? 

Mr. McCoy. Yes; I have it in my own files. 

Mr. Casey. You didn’t consider it was of sufficient importance to 
warrant attaching to your approval of this certificate of necessity 

Mr. McCoy. I might as well have attached it to that and sent it 
along to the Facilities Bureau. The Amortization Division was fully 
aware of it, and kept it in our files. 

Mr. Casry. Is that your present procedure / 

Mr. McCoy. Fully acce ptable to them. 

Mr. Casey. Does your present procedure eall for taking out an ad- 
verse recommendation and keeping it in your own file 

Mr. McCoy. It is our own practice to inform the Amortization 
Division of an adverse recommendation from a division and to either 
file the report with them or keep it in our own files. 

Mr. Casry. Now do you advise them orally ¢ 

Mr. Mc( "OY. Orally. We wor k togeth ler every d: Ly. 

Mr. Cassy. Don’t you believe it would be a sounder procedure to 
forward this adverse report along with your approval so they might 
see the complete record on which to base their action / 

Mr. McCoy. I believe they actually see them. It is an adminis- 
trative matter as to whether we leave it in their office or whether 
we keep it in mind. 

Mr. Casry. No further questions. 

Mr. Harpy. Who prepared this report that you did submit ? 

Mr. McCoy. This was prepared—this short report was prepared by 
Mr. Friedman here, for me and signed by me. 

Mr. Harpy. Mr. Friedman, do you have any more experience in the 
steel industry that Mr. MeCoy does? 

Mr. Frrepman. I have had no experience in the steel industry as 
such. 

Mr. Harpy. What is the basis of the information upon which you 
prepared your report! 

Mr. FriepmMan. This is a report on the supply and requirements of 
this type of steel to maintain important civilian programs and to 
maintain the defense program. It is essentially an economic report. 

Mr. Harpy. Based on a statistical study, is that right / 

Mr. Frrepman. An economic study. 

Mr. Harpy. Economic? 

Mr. FriepMan. Statistical study. I would call it an economic or 
statistical study. 

Mr. Harpy. And you don’t profess to have any background of 
knowledge or experience personally in the ste | industry which would 
qui alify you to pass upon the propr lety of this certificate ? 
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Mr. FrierpMan. From the standpoint of the production ability of 
the particular firm; no. 

Mr. Harpy. Or even the prospects of a particular plant to succeed ? 

Mr. FriepMan. From the standpoint of its technical ability, no; 
from the standpoint of the market, of the need for its product, or the 
possibility of having people who will be demanding that product, 
I say “Yes.” 

Mr. Harpy. But from the standpoint of the prospects of a par- 
ticular plant, any particular steel plant, with any particular type of 
equipment, are you qualified to pass on that? 

Mr. FrrepMAn. From the technical standpoint, certainly not. 

Mr. Harpy. Then the only thing that you profess qualifications to 
enable you to pass on this is your knowledge of economics and your 
ability to study and evaluate economic factors ? 

Mr. Frrepman. Well, Mr. Chairman, I wasn’t asked to pass upon 
this. 

Mr. Harpy. I understand that, but you prepared the memorandum 
which supported the recommendation of Mr. McCoy. 

Mr. FrrepMan. I prepared a report, the purpose of which was to 
examine into the requirements and the defense connection of the pro- 
duction which this proposed facility would turn out. 

Mr. Harpy. But it had no particular bearing on the capabilities of 
this facility other than what the application itself said it would do? 

Mr. FriepMan. This was not intended to comment in any way on the 
technical capabilities of the firm, and the excerpt in this short docu- 
ment, which was read from, was taken from a longer report represent- 
ing a much fuller investigation into the supply and requirements of 
seamless tubing. 

Mr. Harpy. That is just a general proposition, and it does not relate 
particularly to this plant, except insofar as it may be able to contribute 
to that total supply; is that right? 

Mr. Frrepman. That is correct, sir; but I certainly would not regard 
that as unimportant. 

Mr. Harpy. It is not unimportant if you know whether it can con- 
tribute to this total supply. But do you know whether this plan as 
proposed could contribute to the total supply ? 

Mr. FrrepmMan. I think I have answered that, Mr. Chairman, I 
do not. 

Mr. Harpy. That is just the point. 

Any questions, gentlemen ? 

Mr. Lantirr. One final one. 

On these 48 applications that were approved, were any other disap- 
proving recommendations received from any of your subdivisions on 
any of the loans, any of the certificates that were granted ? 

Mr. McCoy. I would have to speak from just memory on that, but 
I believe there are some reports from the Steel Division adverse to 
some of the cases included in that. 

Mr. Harpy. Let me ask that question another way. Mr. Friedman, 
did you prepare for Mr. McCoy any other memoranda to support his 
action to replace recommendations which had come up from the Iron 
and Steel Division ? 

Mr. Frrepman. Yes sir; I did. 

Mr. Harpy. Will you furnish this committee with a list of these? 
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Mr. Frrepman. I have furnished a copy to counsel. 

Mr. Harpy. All right. 

Any questions, Mr. Riehlman ? 

Mr. LanraFr. Mr. Casey, do we know whether they have approved 
or disapproved ? 

Mr. Casey. No. We might have furnished for the record whether 
or not the report of the Iron and Steel Division in each of these 48 
cases—what it was. 

(The matter referred to is as follows :) 

JANUARY 18, 1951. 
Memorandum. 
To: H. B. McCoy. 
From: Jesse J. Friedman. 
Subject: Hazleton Steel & Tubing Corp. 

The following brief notes have been prepared pursuant to your request for some 
information as to the need for the new steel-making facilities proposed for Hazel- 
ton, Pa. 

This project involves the construction of an electric furnace and pipe mill at a 
cost of $6,985,000. The electric furnace is to have a capacity of 150,000 tons, 
providing all of the ingot needed to produce 120,000 tons of seamless tubing 
annually. 

The documents submitted by the company indicate that its present plans are to 
devote its facilities primarily to the production of oil country goods for use in 
the petroleum industry, which normally accounts for about three-fourths of the 
hot-finished seamless tubing consumed in the United States. 

Production of oil country tubular goods in 1950 is estimated at about 1,750,000 
tons. Although this reflects record rates of consumption by the petroleum in- 
dustry, present output is inadequate to meet all requirements for oil country 
goods, and production will have to expand substantially during 1951 and 1952 if 
oil production needs, as projected by the Petroleum Administration for Defense, 
are to be met. These estimates of oil requirements are as follows: 


Villions of 
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To meet these demands, it is estimated that it will be necessary to drill 43,400 
new wells in 1951, as compared with 42,200 in 1950. The total footage of these 
new wells in 1951 is estimated at 159.3 million feet, an increase of 4.2 percent over 
1950. Further increases would be required to meet projected petroleum demands 
for 1952. 

It is estimated that 1,762,000 tons of tubulars will be required to fulfill this 
drilling program in 1951. To meet projected oil needs, imports will also have to 
be increased. Foreign demands—largely for the production of petroleum by 
American companies operating abroad—is estimated at about 20,000 tons in 1951; 
this figure is an average of actual exports of these tubulars in the past 2 years. 
Thus, essential domestic and export requirements together total about 1,962,000 
tons for 1951. 

(No allowance is made in the above figures for tubular requirements for refin- 
ing purposes, on the one hand, or for tubular imports on the other. Neither of 
these factors is very large, and available data indicate that their net effect on the 
total supply-demand situation would be negligible.) 

Present indications are that output of oil country goods in 1951 will not only be 
insufficient to meet indicated requirements of 1,962,000 tons, but, in the absence 
of special action by NPA, would even decline somewhat from the 1950 output of 
1,750,000 tons as the result of diversion of blooms and billets to other products. 
To help meet the pressing demands of the oil industry, a directive program for 
oil country goods has been proposed in the amount of 1,890,000 tons annually. 
This tonnage is estimated to represent the full capacity of existing facilities for 
such goods, but would still be short of requirements indicated above by some 
72,000 tons. 

In appraising the magnitude of oi] country goods shortages which may remain 
if and after this program goes into effect, the following considerations are also 
pertinent : 
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1. Directive steel made available under this program is not likely to be reflected 
n increased supplies actually moving into the oil fields until at least the middle 
of 1951 Requirements for the 12-month period from mid-1951 to mid-1952 will, 
of course, be higher than for the calendar year 1951. 

2. Official estimates of future oil requirements reflect needs for tubular goods 
in 1952 significantly above 1951. Tentative estimates for subsequent years indi- 
cate a continuation of this upward trend. Present plans of the Petroleum Admin- 
istration for Defense for increasing oil supplies are based on the following domes- 
tic production objectives : 





Thous de of! Thousands of 

barrels dail harrels daily 
1951 < 6. 340 | 1954 - ¢,080 
1952 _. 6, 620 | 1955 7, 260 
1952 _ 6,840 


Export requirements for oil country goods in the next few years will prob 
ably be substantially in excess of the 200,000 average of the past 2 vears, if 








petroleum imports are to be expanded at a rate sufficient to meet projected oil 
requirements Present objectives of the Petroleum Administration for Defense 
for expanding imports of crude oil and residual fuel oil are as follows: 

Thousands of | Thousands of 

harre dail harrels daily 
1951 SOD | 1054 1, 000 
52 920 | 1955 1, 000 
1953 960 


The economic desirability of providing needed quantities of tubulars to expand 
oil production abroad is emphasized by the highly productive use to which such 
steel can be put in foreign producing areas. It is estimated that for every ton of 
el used for casing and connecting an oil well in the United States, petroleum 
output is increased by about 100 barrels per year, while one ton of steel will pro 
duce about 1,000 barrels per year in Venezuela, and more than 6,000 per year in 
Saudi Arabia 

t| The domestic production and import objectives cited above are based upon 
the requirements of the economy under conditions of sustained semimobilization, 
Estimates of requirements of petroleum to support an all-out war necessarily 
vary with the nature, timing, and extent of the undertaking, but it is clear from 
the experience of World War II that such need would be extremely heavy. 
Furthermore, to the extent that foreign sources of upply, such as the Middle 
Kast, were to become unavailable, the demands upon domestic production would 
be multiplied. Such increased demands might easily outweigh the savings made 
possible by curtailed civilian consumption. These views are borne out by a 
report prepared by the petroleum staff of NSRB_ since the first of the year, in 
which the conclusion is reached that “we have insufficient developed petroleum 
production in the Western Hemisphere to fight a major war. Our production 
deficit will increase as the war progresses.” 

While oil output might be expanded to some extent, and for a time, by in 
creasing present allowable rates of production, sustained requirements could be 
met only by a substantial enlargement of the well-drilling program, necessitating 
increased supplies of tubular goods 

». During 1950, relatively little of the seamless tube capacity of the country 
was devoted to making direct military items. 

These requirements are beginning to make themselves felt, however, and as the 
military program picks up speed heavy requirements upon the tube mills may be 
expected for material needed in the tank, rocket, gun, mortar, and aireraft 
programs. In case of war, such requirements would bulk even larger. During 
World War II, for example, approximately one-half of the seamless tube 
production went into direct military use. 





To recapitulate, present indications appear to point fairly clearly to a signifi- 
cant shortage of seamless tubing facilities. As military demands expand, this 
shortage will become still more acute. The proposed mill at Hazleton, as presently 
planned, would not be suitable for the production of mechanical tubing for the 
military. The company states, however, that conversion from oil field seamless 
tubing to ordance items would be feasible by addition of other equipment and 
that with only slight modifications the plant could be converted to a high ex- 
plosive shell forging operation. In view of the possibility of heavy military 
tubing demands requiring the conversion of the proposed facilities, it might be 
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desirable to stipulate as a idition of any approval of this project, that the 
lay-out of the seoeewed mill re so arranged as to lend itself to any conversion or 
expansion that may be necessary for the production of ordnance tubing. 

Mr. Casry. One more question. Did you have anything to do with 
the loan application ? 

Mr. McCoy. Only this one report, this economic report, a copy of 
which you have. 

Mr. Benver. Under what pressure were you in connection with all 
these matters? 

Mr. McCoy. I didn’t get that. 

Mr. Benper. You say you were under pressure. What is the pres- 
sure you were under in granting all of this? 

Mr. McCoy. I might say it was, as I recall, the administration’s 
policy to get prompt action on applications for accelerated amortiza- 
tion so that new facilities could be undertaken to meet our needs. 

Mr. Benpver. Was the administration interested in certain appli- 
cations ? 

Mr. McCoy. No, sir: no, sir. 

Mr. Harpy. All right: I think we are going to have to answer the 
roll eall. 

Mr. Down. Could I just have 2 minutes and I think I could clear up 
a lot of these things. 

Mr. Harpy. Off the record. 

(Diseussion off the record.) 

Mr. Harpy. The subcommittee will recess now to reconvene in this 
room at 1:30. 

(Whereupon, at 12:15 p.m. the subcommittee recessed, to reconvene 
at 1:30 p.m.) 

Mr. Harpy. Let the subcommittee come to order. 

Will Mr. Craven come forward, please. 

Mr. Craven, do you solemnly swear that the testimony that you give 
to the subeommittee on the matter before it shall be the truth, the whole 
truth and nothing but the truth, so help you God ? 

Mr. Craven. I do. 

Mr. Harpy. Thank you, Mr. Craven. Have a seat. 

Mr. Casey. Mr. Craven, will you state your full name and position 
for the record, please. 


TESTIMONY OF THOMAS J. CRAVEN, DEFENSE PRODUCTION 
ADMINISTRATION 


Mr. Craven. My name is Thomas J. Craven. My position is, I think, 
an examiner in both tax amortization and loans. 

Mr. Harpy. You seem to be a little dubious about that. Mr. Craven. 

Mr. Craven. I do not think I have any title. I sign myself with 
whatever title they put under it. 

Mr. Casry. What agency are you with, Mr. Craven ? 

Mr. Craven. DPA. I am in the Business Expansion Office. 

Mr. Casey. How long have you been there ? 

Mr. Craven. I came here in November, the latter part of November. 

Mr. Casey. Would you briefly sketch your background, Mr. Craven. 

Mr. Craven. I will be glad to. 

Previous to coming here, without going into detail, if you do not 
mind, I was executive officer of a venture-capital corporation in New 
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York, in which our intention was to buy medium-sized businesses and 
infuse new products and developments into their pattern, using the 
profits of the existing products to finance the research and develop- 
ment of a new product, within the scope of that company's field. 

Previous to that I aided in setting up the management staff, train- 
ing and production planning for eight ammunition plants during 
the war, and for about a year I was in charge of production at one 
of the smaller plants. ; 

Previous to that I was one of the principal stockholders in several 
companies over a period of 7 or 8 years, whose principal function was 
reorganization of and financing of small businesses through working 
capital, and liquidation and appraisal for the courts, of corpora- 
tions, under 77 (b) of the Bankruptcy Act. 

Previous to that I was an officer of a large midwestern bank, 
handling their loans in the eastern district, New York and the sea- 
board, and followed up their slow loans when they got slow, and 
handled their foreign credits. 

Previous to that I was in foreign government lending as a clerk, 
and previous to that, in industrial sales. 

Mr. Casey. What exactly is your function with the Defense Pro- 
duction Authority ¢ 

Mr. Craven. I came down here with the sincere intention of trying 
to be helpful, because of my experience in this particular effort: I 
still have that sincere effort of trying to be helpful. 

I am supposed to be a loan examiner under the loan-review opera- 
tion of this particular office, but very often we do not have enough 
loans to work on, so I work on tax amortization. 

During the early stages I helped set up some formula and tried 
to help in the thinking of the breakdown and how they would analyze 
the tax amortization application. 

Because of some of my liquidation experience I felt I could be 
helpful in appraising, possibly, a second-hand value of machinery in 
question, on a postwar basis. 

Because of my production experience, I had some familiarity with 
a lot of machines that people in the organization were not familiar 
with, and very often could help them visualize what they were and 
what they did. 

Because of my work in the venture-capital field, where I think 
we reviewed about 800 different companies of moderate size, including 
the industry they were in, and their particular position in it and 
the management and whether they had a place in the sun or a future 
or not, I thought I could be helpful on loans. 

Mr. Casey. In the course of your duties did you have occasion to 
consider a loan application, or application for certificate of neces- 
sity, filed by the Hazleton Steel & Tubing Corp. ? 

Mr. Craven. I did. 

Mr. Casry. Which of those two applications did you have occasion 
to consider ? 

Mr. Craven. Only the loan. 

Mr. Casry. When did this application first come to your attention, 
please ? 

Mr. Craven. If you will excuse my inaccuracy, I can only tell from 
the dates of my memorandum. It must have been just before Febru- 
ary 1. 











CERTIFICATES OF NECESSITY AND DEFENSE LOANS 199 


Mr. Casry. You have an earlier memorandum on that, Mr. Craven. 

Mr. Craven. Do I? 

Mr. Casry. Yes. 

Mr. Craven. Thank you. 

I am not used to this and I am a little nervous. I hope you will 
bear with me. 

Mr. Harpy. That is all right. Take your time. 

Mr. Craven. I can only remember it by referring to these. 

Mr. Casey. It was sometime in the middle of January, was it not? 

Mr. Craven. This says January 24. The stamp says, “Received, 
January 24, 1951.” It could have been our stamp. That would be the 
only way I could identify it. 

Mr. Casey. Do you have a memorandum dated approximately that 
time, Mr. Craven ? 

Mr. Craven. Yes, I do. 

Mr. Casry. What is the date of that memorandum ? 

Mr. Craven. January 24, 1951. 

Mr. Casey. Who are your immediate superiors in the Defense 
Production / 

Mr. Craven. Mr. T. Perkins, and Mr. Woodside. 

Mr. Casry. This memorandum of January 24, 1951, to whom was 
that addressed ? 

Mr. Craven. Mr. Theodore Perkins. 

Mr. Casry. What was the subject ? 

Mr. Craven. Hazleton Steel & Tubing Corp., Hazleton, Pa. 

Mr. Casry. What was the amount of the loan requested at that 
time ? 

Mr. Craven. It was $7,800,000. 

Mr. Casey. Would you read that memorandum into the record, 
Mr. Craven ? 

Mr. Craven. The whole memorandum ? 

Mr. Casey. Yes; I think so. 

Mr. Harpy. How long is it, Mr. Casey ? 

Mr. Casey. Let us cut it down a little bit. 

Mr. Harpy. Let us submit the entire memorandum for the record 
and read pertinent excerpts, if you like. 

(The information referred to is as follows :) 


DRAFT 


To: Mr. Theodore Perkins. 
From: Mr. Thomas J. Craven. 
Subject: Hazleton Steel & Tubing Corp., Hazleton, Pa. 


Amount of loan requested: $7,800,000—to provide funds for the estimated cost 
of acquisition, installation, and construction of the facilities for production of 
seamless steel tubing. 


TA No. 113 in the amount of $4,175,340 was certified by Commerce at the rate 
of 85 percent. Standard percentage allowance for this type of facility is 67 
percent. They cited four “unusual conditions” and reasons for the additional 
percentage allowance. In the TA application, the company planned to use two 
Assel mills and other second-hand equipment, including the moving of a build- 
ing from another location. The land has been donated to the company by the 
local Hazleton industrial development fund. Although this land cost the cor- 
poration nothing, it was capitalized for $100,000. 

LAC-1 was filed in the amount of $5,200,000, The RFO “supplemental engi- 
neering report” cited several exceptions to the assumptions in the application, 
particularly the suitability of the Assel mill for the production of 51-inch 
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steel tubing which this plant proposed to make as well as the estimated cost 
of the project, and the estimated productive capacity. In the RFC examiner’s 
report, the Philadelphia office has also cited the credit record of Mr. Dowd and 
his associates in previous enterprises and the nominal investment in the 


project by the three | n ils The PI iladelphia office also estimated that an 
aaitiol lL $2,000,000 would be necessary to covel adequate work ng capital 
nd costs. The REC declined this loan on January 12, 1951, but in their recom- 
mie tions and advice to the delegate agency for possible consideration under 
the 302 loan, they suggest that the project would be in the public interest—“if 


hl 


the requested loan were feasible with respect to all credit factors involved.” 
DELEGATI \GENCY COM MERCI 


Apparently Commerce persuaded the applicants to revise their project insofar 
as the Assel mill is concerned \ revision in the application included new tube- 


manufacturing machinery of Aetna Standard Engineering Co, as well as an 
additional $2,000,000. Consequently, the final loan certified by Commerce is in 
the amount of $7,800,000 after making allowance for the substitution of the new 
mill cost and deletion of items covered in the first project. One of the condi- 
tion Commerce's certification of this loan is that the corporation first secure 


a million dollars of private capital 


RECOM MENDATIONS 


The revised loan application meets certain exceptions raised by the RFC 
report and the delegate agency makes a real improvement in the original pro- 
posal. The addition of the condition of a million dollars’ working capital is also 
a considerable improvement 

It is recommended that this loan be held in abeyance and referred back to the 
delegate agency for more thorough consideration and review in view of the 
important factors involved in the feasibility, management, and repayment con- 
ditions of this project. 


1. Feasibility 

(a) Financial: An industry check of experience as to maximum and minimum 
profits. A profit-and-loss projection over a 5-year period, based on the maxi- 
mum and minimum profits to show the financial feasibility of this project. 

(b) A 1-year aging of working capital based on full production, Perhaps the 
applicant would employ a firm of competent accountants to supply this. 

(c) Cheek of the realistic capacity which can be expected from this facility. 


RAW MATERIAL 


Some firm assurance from a reliable source of supply that the raw material will 
be available to this company, particularly ingots. A survey by some competent 
engineer or engineering firm at the expense of the applicant might be suggested. 


) 


Vanagement 

It is obvious that the management in this case is not competent. Mr. Dowd’s 
record in Vulean Iron Works and Empire Ordnance is not outstanding. His 
associates in this case show very little, if any, operating experience. Their 
histories are rather transparent. 

In view of the above, it is suggested: 

1. That a competent engineering and management firm with experience in this 
field be employed by the applicant to supervise the design, installation, and man- 
agement of this project. If a substantial manufacturer in this field could be 
induced to undertake this responsibility and supply the raw material it would 
be preferable. 

2. Equipment: A further check of the equipment to be used in this project 
should be made to ascertain its availability within a reasonable time and par- 
ticularly the condition of the second-hand equipment. Some evidence should be 
shown by the applicant that firm commitment relationships exist between the 
suppliers and the applicant. 

5. A time limit be set on the availability of funds to be used in this project, if 
approved. 


Mr. Casry. Would you read on the second page of that memoran- 
dum under the subject, Recommendations, those two paragraphs. 
Read the rest of the memo starting with “Recommendations.” 

Mr. Craven (reading) 

The revised loan application meets certain exceptions raised by the RFC report 
and the delegate agency makes a real improvement in the original proposal. The 
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addition of the condition of a million dollars’ working capital is also a consider- 
able improvement. 

It is recommended that this loan be held in abeyance and referred back to 
the delegate agency for more thorough consideration and review in view of the 
important factors involved in the feasibility, management, and repayment con- 
ditions of this project 
1. Fe@sibility 

(a) Financial: An industry check of experience as to maximum and minimum 
profits. A profit and-loss projection over a 5-vear period, based on the maxi- 
mum and minimum profits to show the fina | feasibility of this project. 

(b) A 1-year aging of working capital based on full production. Perhaps the 
applicant would employ a firm of competent accountants to supply this 

(c) Check of the realistic capacity which can be expected from this facility. 


SAW MATERLAT 


Some firm assurance from a reliable source of supply that the raw material 
will be available to this company, particularly ingots. A survey by some com- 
petent engineer or engineering firm at the expense of the applicant might be 


suggested, 


2. Management 


It is obvious that the manageme nt this case is not competent. Mr. Dowd’s 
record in Vulcan Iron Works and Empire Ordnance is not outstanding. His 
associates in this case show very little, if any, operating experience. Their 


histories are rather transparent. 


In view of the above, it is suggested: 

1. That a competent engineering and management firm th experience in this 
field be employed by the applicant to supervise the design, installation, and 
management of this project. If a substantial manufacturer in this field could 


be induced to undertake this responsibility and supply the raw material it would 
be preferable. 

2. Equipment: A further check of the equipment to be used in this project 
should be made to ascertain its availability within a reasonable time and par 
ticularly the condition of the second-hand equipment Some evidence should 
be shown by the applicant that firm commitment relationships exist between 
the suppliers and the applicant. 

3. A time limit be set on the availability of funds to be used in this project, 
if approved. 

Mr. Casey. Now, that memorandum dated January 24 was followed 
by another memorandum addressed by you, entitled “Summary of 
Review of Department of Commerce, NPA Certification of Loan Un- 
der Authority of Section 302 of the Defense Production Act of L950.” 
Is that correct ? 

Mr. Craven. February 

Mr. Casry. No; this one is February 1. 

Mr. Craven. I have it. 

Mr. Casey. Mr. Craven, do you recall what transpired in your con- 
sideration of the loan application between the date of your memoran- 
dum of January 24 and your memor: andum of February 1? 

Mr. Craven. I can only give you what I rather painfully remember 
as going through my mind. First of all, I could not reconcile the 
Going from the available information. There were so many holes in 

between the RFC report and the Commerce Department final 
cuentas 

I vot the tax-amortization certificate out and studied that in order 
to try to relate the proposal. There seemed to have been an awful lot 
of discussion held verbally of which I was not given any benefit and 
I finally, after starting with a completely derogatory memorandum, 
spoke to others. I cannot remember exact ly whether I spoke to Wood- 


side or Perkins. 


o¢ 
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Mr. Casey. Did you speak to anyone outside of your own organiza- 
tion ? 

Mr. Craven. I spoke to Harper. 

Mr. Casey. Mr. Harper is Chief of the Loan Section in National 
Production Authority. 

Mr. Craven. Yes. 

Mr. Casey. Can you tell us the substance of your conversation with 
Mr. Harper? 

Mr. Craven. The substance of it was to the effect that this thing 
had all been gone over and the Secretary of Commerce had signed it 
and more or less “Who in the hell do you fellows think you are?” | 
just said, “Well, by God, I am a taxpayer, that is one thing, and I don’t 
like it.’ 

It appeared to be obvious that the loan was going to be made, and 
with that in mind I started to thinking along an entirely different line. 

Mr. Harpy. You said the Secretary of Commerce said it was all 
right to approve the loan as of the time of your discussion with Mr. 
Harper ? 

Mr. Craven. He signed the recommendation that came to us. 

Mr. Cassy. As head of the delegate agency ? 

Mr. Craven. Yes. 

Mr. Casry. He filed that and signed it and it was in your hands at 
the time of the memorandum of January 24. 

Mr. Craven. That is right. 

Mr. Casey. Something “changed your line of thinking before you 
wrote the memorandum of Februar y 1, 1951, a week later? 

Mr. Craven. Yes. It was on the Chinese philosophy that if it was 
going to be made anyway we would try to put enough into it to give 
the Government a decent break. 

Mr. Casry. Referring to that memorandum of February 1, 1951, 
can you go over that memorandum without reading it and kind of 
sketch out the substance of it in a general way, w inding up by reading 
the last paragraph of it? 

Mr. Craven. The substance of it was that I wanted to point out 
certain conditions that I thought could be included in the certificate, 
which would strengthen the whole assumption that it would be pretty 
well spelled out before any money was laid on the line, and, not only 
that, but the actual contracts and relationships between the company 
and the suppliers would be in hand, so that we would know before 
the first dollar was let out that started the flow of the purpose, that 
the rest would follow in sequence. 

Mr. Casry. On page 2 of that memorandum, did you spell out nine 
specific reasons for the denial by RFC or recommendation of RFC 
that this loan be denied? 

Mr. Craven. Yes; I did. Of course, before the RFC made a sup- 
plemental recommendation, those conditions prevailed on the first 
conception of the project. 

Mr. Casry. Now, did you follow that up by reciting certain favor- 
able factors in relation to this project ? 

Mr. Craven. Yes: I did. Those were that it was in the public in- 
terest, establishing employment in the district, which had an excess 
of labor and a chronic high record of unemployment, and a feasible 
project would make a contribution to the country’s production of steel 
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tubing; would aid in overcoming a critical shortage which existed at 
that time and threatened to become worse. 

Mr. Casey. And you made a determination as to the feasibility of 
the project. , 

Mr. Craven. That was almost impossible, Mr. Casey. 

Mr. Harpy. What do you mean it was almost impossib le? 

Mr. Craven. Well, the figures were in round numbers and when the 
final recommendation came to me, there was not an awful lot of paper 
work to support their plan of profit and repayment. An RFC engi- 
neer said that the produc tive ¢ apac ity of the new fac ihity was one 
thing, and the applicant said it was another, and there were several 
wide-ope n holes as far as the actual flow of cash was concerned, as to 
whether they would make so much sales and whether they would make 
such a terrific profit as they said they would in any normal operation. 
It was perfectly obvious that if the profits this company expected to 
make were going to be very real, that they would have a lot of 
company. 

Mr. Harpy. Did you have the benefit of the recommendation of 
Mr. Leyda or Mr. Carson of the Iron and Steel Division of NPA? 

Mr. Craven. No, sir. 

Mr. Harpy. When was the first time you heard of that 
mendation ? 

Mr. Craven. This morning. 

Mr. Harpy. Do you mean you had not heard of that Iron and Steel 
branch of NPA, the memorandum they prepared, until this morning? 
Mr. Craven. No; I thought everything, as far as the Commerce 
Department or any subdivision was concerned, was lovely as far as 

this was concerned. 

Mr. Harpy. You heard the testimony this morning to the effect 
that it was discussed orally with people in DPA—TI believe he testified 
to that effect—and I understand, from you, you were not one of the 
individuals with whom it was discussed. 

Mr. Craven. That is right. 

Mr. Casey. On page 3 of this memorandum of February 1, did you 
discuss certain changes that were made in this proposal since its 
original inception ? 

Mr. Craven. Yes. I hope you will excuse my bringing a family 
subject into it, but I was more or less, in this memor: andum, trying to 
give the NPA some kind words. At that time I do not think we were 
entirely cordial in our relationships, you know, and I thought, well, 
it would not hurt to give them their side of the picture in order to be 
fair. In other words, I discussed this improvement on page 2, the 
improvement of some of the conditions—that were in the previous 
one. 

Mr. Casey. I notice you have the words “private capital” in quotes 
in various places in this memorandum. What is the significance of 
those quotes ¢ 

Mr. Craven. Well, the significance of the quotes is to call attention 
to it, because I did not know what it meant and I did not know where 
it was coming from and what form it was going to take. There was 
some slight difference between me and others in our Division as to 
what constituted “working capital.” If we were going to follow the 
idea of Lone Star by having a bunch of banks put a loan up, I took 

83530—51——_14 
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exception to that being working capital, in the sense that I 
meant it. 

Mr. Harpy. Not only was capital available but it also constituted a 
t liability; is that right? 
Mr. Craven. That is right, and it had no long-term use availability. 


Mir. Harpy. Neither did it increase the investment of the owners, to 


} 


courage thell clesire to make it a paying proposition. 

Mr. Craven. I did not know how this “working capital” was to be 
supplied, and that is why I put that in quotes. 

Mr. Rreniman. Did you ever get that information ? 

Mr. Craven. No, sir. 

Mr. Rreutman. Do you know of anyone else who did? 

Mr. Craven. I do not think so. 

Mr. Casey. Will you read the conclusion of your memorandum, Mr. 


} 
( 


Craven / 
Mir. Craven (reading) : , 
In view of the scope of the changes which have been made by the delegate 
ney in the original proposal, it is not possible to cover these in detail at this 
point Che certificate signed by the Secretary of Commerce is therefore accepted » 
dence of a final approval of all matters pertaining to the feasibility of this 
roject and its contributions to the mobilization and national economy. 
Mr. Harpy. In other words, you made your recommendation that it 
be a proved solely on the basis of the recommendation from the De- 
partment of Commerce. 
Mr. Craven. Exactly. There was no recommendation at any time 
by me or our office that we would recommend this loan. 
Mr. Harpy. You felt that you were not ina vers wood position to 
reverse a decision of the delegate agency; is that right? 
Mr. Craven. Let me understand that. 
Mr. Harpy. Well, the decision under delegate agency has been that 
the loan has been made. 
Mr. Craven. That is right. 
Mr. Harpy. And the delegate agency did have some authority over 
the agency that delegated this authority to them. 
Mr. Craven. That is right. but I understood also our function was 
that of final review before certification and in that sense, I am a 
freshman in Government and I am trying to feel my way around, 
as far as how a fellow on the bottom of the totem pole operates, under 
those circumstances: SO, I said that if the Department of Commerce 
insists that this is O. K., and we haven’t time to refer it back, why 
there it is. 
Mr. Harpy. You also felt that, if you had anything to do with it, = 
you would reverse the decision of the Secretary of Commerce? 
Mr. Craven. I could not help thinking that. 
Mr. Casey. Did you prepare another memorandum in this case ? 
Mr. Craven. Yes. “ 
Mr. Casry. Is that dated February 3, 1951? 
Mr. Craven. That is right. It was erroneously dated, Mr. Casey. 
Mr. Casry. Will you explain the date on that? 
Mr. Craven. I cannot explain why that is dated February 3. Both 


Mr. Woodside and Mr. Perkins carried copies of this to the meeting 
with Mr. Gibson, with me, and it was made for that purpose. 

Mr. Casey. On what date? 

Mr. Craven. On the 2d, which was a Friday. 
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Mr. Casry. In other words, this memorandum was prepared and 
available prior to the time Mr. Gibson approved this loan ¢ 
Mr. Craven. That is right. 
1 made anothe change In my tactic there, as you can see also. 


I thought that instead of just bluntly saying ‘This is no damn good 
in three languages, that we might discuss these points. This was only 
prepared to point out what might be just a beginning. 

Mr. Casey. Would you read the questions of feasibility that you 


specify beginning on page 2 in that memorandum 
Mr. Craven (readin 


a): 
We might also point out the following points of importance which arise in our 
minds regarding the feasibility of this projec 
Mr. Casry. Just a minute, Mr. Craven. By that. you meant that 
you and Mr. Perkins and Mr. Woodside might point out to Mr. 
Gibson these various points. 
Mr. Craven. That is 1 
Facilities Division, who were so crazy about this thing, and go over 


1 


oht, or if possible have a meeting with tne 
these things ina ecalm w L\ before rushing nto a certification. 

. Y ae 

Mr. Harpy. I want to interrupt here just a minute. Now, I under- 


~~) 


stand this memorandum was a tually prepared on February Lie 

Mr. Craven. Yes, sir. It was available February 2; so, 1t must 
have been pre pared at least that mon hing or the day before. 

Mr. Harpy. What Was the real purpose of its preparation 4 

Mr. CRAVEN. To point out the points ot cloubt which I had about 
the project. I might add at that time both Mr. Woodside and Mr. 
Perkins were very busy, and I was sort of over there by my self try- 
ing to figure out how in the deuce I could point this thing out 
properly. 

Mr. H ARDY. You Say “point out.” To point out to Ww hom ? 

Mr. Craven. To the people involved in the final certification. 

Mr. Harpy. Specifically to whom ? 

Mr. Craven. Mr. Gibson. 

Mr. H arnDY. ‘To point out to Mr. Gibson. In other words, this memo- 
randum was prepared to provide a basis for discussion of this matter 
with Mr. Gibson prior to his approval of the loan, or his action on 
the loan. 

Mr. Craven. That is right. 

Mr. Harpy. Was this memorandum actually taken and used in a 
conference W ith Mr. Gibson, prior to approval of the loan ? 

Mr. Craven. It was taken to the conference but was not used. 

Mr. Harpy. Did you go to that conference ? 

Mr. Craven. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Harpy. But the memorandum was not used at the conference. 

Mr. CRAVEN. Would you excuse me while I get a olass of water. 

Mr. Harpy. Yes, indeed. 

Mr. Casey. Prior to going over to Mr. Gibson’s office, did you have 
some discussion about this loan with Mr. Perkins and Mr. Woodside? 

Mr. Craven. Do you mean in the course of making up this memo- 
randum or on the way to the office ? 

Mr. Casrey. I meant during the week’s time that you had it under 
consideration, prior to the meeting with Mr. Gibson. 

Mr. Craven. Very little. They both went over my previous 
memorandum, 
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Mr. Casey. Do you know, for example, how they felt about this 
loan ¢ 

Mr. Craven. They were not in favor of it at all. They definitely 
were against it. I know how they felt about it. 

Mr. Casey. And you furnished this memorandum of February 2, 
or 1, to Mr. Woodside as a vehicle for eliciting discussion with Mr. 
Gibson at this oral conference you were to atte nd concerning this loan. 

Mr. Craven. That is right. Trying to carry the points in there 
that would assist him in briefing the file, which was rather hard to 
go through ina hurry. 

Mr. Casty. Would you describe in your own words what trans- 
pired at this conference with Mr. Gibson ? 

Mr. Craven. We entered the room. There was confusion. Phones 
were ringing. I think he had just moved into the office. He said, “All 
right; come on, let’s get this signed,” and Woodside and Perkins both 
held back and tried to explain to him that there were points they 
thought they ought to draw to his attention. He did not seem to be 
interested. He said he knew about them. Every time they mentioned 
one he said that, and he finally signed the certificate. 

Mr. Casey. Can you estimate for us what, if any, points contained 
in your memorandum were actually discussed with Mr. Gibson at this 
conference ¢ 

Mr. Craven. Well, offhand, I think the management was pointed 
out, and their record with the RFC. The fact that we really could 
not reconcile the difference between the amount of the loan requested 
and the amount of the certification to the RFC—TI think we particu- 
larly went into the question of feasibility and the thing was so con- 
fused there was no chance for real continuity of thought. I do not 
think my memory would be worth much. 

Mr. Casey. Did Mr. Gibson read anything that you have in your 
file / 

Mr. Craven. Not that I know of. 

Mr. Harpy. How long did your discussion last ? 

Mr. Craven. Mostly, with interruptions, I would say a half hour. 
Probably not a good 15 minutes of that was actual discussion. The 
interruptions came in from telephone calls and one thing or another. 

Mr. Casey. Did he indicate he knew the details of this loan before 
you came in 

Mr. Craven. He did. I do not think he really did, but did and said 
he would take complete responsibility for it. 

Mr. Casry. Was he aware of your memoranda pointing out the 
adverse recommendations that you were making in this loan ¢ 

Mr. Craven. Specifically, I do not think he got to that; no, sir. 

Mr. Casey. Mr. Gibson indicated he would take full responsibility 
for this loan. 

Mr. Craven. Yes. 

Mr. Casey. Did you have anything to say at all at that conference? 

Mr. Craven. Nothing at all. 

Mr. Casey. Who was the spokesman for your group ? 

Mr. Craven. Mr. Woodside and Mr. Perkins. 

Mr. Casry. Was there any discussion of this action by Mr. Gibson 
among you and Mr. Perkins and Mr. Woodside after this meeting? 

Mr. Craven. Yes; only in a sort of after-the-funeral sense. I said 
I thought they did a swell job in trying to get a word in edgewise, 
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and they seemed to think that he had taken all the responsibility, and 
I said, “Well, I'll certainly see that my memoranda are in the file, 
and I will keep one for myself.” 

Mr. Casey. Did you at sometime thereafter indicate any intention 
of resigning? 

Mr. Craven. Yes; I did, as we left that day. Then I talked it over 
with my own personal board of directors at home, and they said: 
“Well, if you went down there to be helpful and oo you can, it 
looks like you have an opportunity right now”; so I went right 
straight back. 

Mr. Casey. I have no further questions, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Harpy. In other words, your board felt that if you were going 
to be helpful, you should not get off the horse right there ? 

Mr. Craven. That is right. 

Mr. Harpy. Are there any questions from the subcommittee ? 

Thank you, very much. 


Mr. Casey. I will call Mr. Perkins, please. 


TESTIMONY OF THEODORE T. PERKINS, DEFENSE EXPANSION 
DIVISION, DEFENSE PRODUCTION ADMINISTRATION 


Mr. Harpy. Mr. Perkins, will you be sworn? Do you solemnly 
swear that the testimony you shall give in the matter before this 
subcommittee shall be the truth, the whole truth and nothing but the 
ruth, so help you God? 

Mr. Perkins. I do. 

Mr. Casey. Give your full name. 

Mr. Perkins. Theodore T. Perkins. 

Mr. Casey. Your position. 

Mr. Perkins. I am in charge of the Loan Section of the Defense 
Expansion Division, DPA. 

Mr. Casey. And your immediate superior is who? 

Mr. Perkins. Mr. Woodside. 

Mr. Casey. Did you have occasion to consider this Hazelton loan 
at sometime ? 

Mr. Perkins. Yes, I did, after Mr. Craven had studied it for a few 
days and written his first memorandum. I read over his memorandum 
and talked to Mr. Craven about it. 

Mr. Casey. Did you form some opinion yourself as to the advis- 
ability from a Government standpoint of making this loan ? 

Mr. Perkins. Yes. I could not see where, at that time, under the 
conditions that were offered and suggested in the memorandum of 
recommendation, where it could meet the criteria of a Defense Pro- 
duction loan. I could not see where there was sufficient assurance or 
reasonable assurance of repayment of the loan on the present basis. 
There were several reasons why I could not favorably recommend it. 

Mr. Casey. Were you aware at any time of the recommendations 
made by the Iron and Steel Division of NPA, with respect to the feas- 
ibility of this project ? 

Mr. Perkins. No, sir, we had nothing in our files regarding that. 

Mr. Casey. When was the first time you heard about that ? 

Mr. Perkins. At the meeting this morning here. 

Mr. Casey. Have you anything to add or change with respect 
to what transpired at the meeting with Mr. Gibson ? 
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Mr. Perxins. No: I think Mr. Craven told that story very well. We 
did goin. I believe I introduced the subject of the loan, and I did get 
across one or two points, both for and against the loan, to Mr. Gibson. 

I believe Mr. Woodside also took it up and told of one or two reasons 
why he did not favor it, and at that point Mr. Gibson intimated he was 
familiar with the situation and that he would have to take the re- 
sponsibility. 

A little later on, either Mr. Woodside or I—I am not sure which— 
sugeested that if it was going to be signed, could we not change some 
of the conditions so as to bind it a little more tightly, on behalf of the 
interests of the Government, but Mr. Gibson felt it was sufficient as 
it was. 

Mr. Casey. Did you at sometime prepare a memorandum recording 
the happenings at that conference # 

Mr. Perkins. Yes. That was on a Friday afternoon, late, and the 
first thing Monday morning, the following Monday morning, I wrote 
a little memorandum. 

Mr. Casrty. Do you have that memorandum there ? 

Mr. Prriins. Yes. 

Mr. Casey. Would you read that into the record, Mr. Perkins. 

Mr. Perkins. This is addressed to Mr. Byron D. Woodside, from 
myself, dated February 5, 1951, regarding Hazleton Steel & Tubing 
Corp., Hazleton, Pa. : 


302 LoAN LAC—1, Amount: S&7,S800,000 


On Friday afternoon, February 2, you, Mr. Tom Craven, and I held a meeting 
in the office of Mr. E lL. Gibson, Deputy Administrator, Defense Production 
Administration, concerning the above application. We presented Mr. Gibson 
with the certificate for a Joan which had previously been signed by Mr. Charles 
Sawyer, Secretary, United States Department of Commerce, as Mr. Gibson had 
requested that this be brought to him at that time. 

In offering the certificate occasion was taken by the three parties referred 
to above to point out to Mr. Gibson several doubtful factors in connection with 
the application, as follows: 

1. No assurance of proper supply of raw materials. 

2. Lack of experience of the president, Benjamin 8S. Dowd, with certain aspects 
not in his favor regarding bad management and credit records, 


Mr. Casry. Did you leave out one word 4 
Mr. Perkins. I do not believe so. 


3. RFC had expressed doubt as to the feasibility of this loan and the ability 
of the applicant to complete construction of the building and purchase of equip- 
ment with the proceeds of the loan. 

t. No reasonable assurance of repayment of the loan. 

5. It was pointed out that the certificate might be changed to show that any 
tax savings from the tax certificate be applied on the loan rather than made 
in favor of the borrower. It was further suggested that the certificate might 
be changed to require the new equity capital proceeds to be used in the con- 
struction or acquisition of equipment before proceeds of the loan. 

While Mr. Gibson was appreciative of these suggestions, it developed that 
he was familiar with the situation and desired to sign the certificate without 


delay or changes. 
Mr. RresuMan. Mr. Chairman, could I ask a question there, please ? 
Mr. Harpy. Mr. RiehIman. 
Mr. Rrientman. You and Mr. Craven and Mr. Woodside are sub- 
ordinates of Mr. Gibson: is that correct ? 
Mr. Perkins. Yes, sir. 
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Mr. Rreniaan. Do you have any idea where he got his information 
and was so familiar with this loan, other than through vour assist- 
ance and the information that you three could have gathered for him ? 

Mr. Perkins. I am not positive of that. I do believe that he said 
somewhere, either in this conference or a previous conference on other 
loans that we had brought up, that either Mr. Sawyer or Mr. Fleisch- 
mann had talked to him about it. 

Mr. Rreniman. In other words, the graganicr se are that Mr. Saw- 
yer called him up and told him to get the certificate signed and on its 


way. 
Mr. Perkins. I would have no evidence ef that at all. 
Mr. RieuHLM in. There is a possibility, is there not ¢ ? 


Mr. Perkins. I suppose so. 

Mr. Casty. Mr. Perkins, I neglected to have you state for the record 
your background. ; 

Mr. Perkins. Well, going back the last 19 years, prior to coming with 
DPA, I was with RFC. In 1932, J helped open the C leveland loan 
office in Cleveland, Ohio, as a senior examiner, and a s part of the 
management at that time. 

Then, a few years later I became assistant manager of the agency 
and I was a member of the credit committee and a member of the loan 
review committee. I worked on loans for 10 years while I was there. 
I did the field work, I made my own appr: aisals of industrial plants 
and others. As ] Say, I sat on the review committees, wrote the ex- 
aminer’s reports while I was an examiner, and later I reviewed them 
and passed on them and made the recommendations to the board of 
directors here in Washington. 

Then, in 1941, I was transferred and promoted down here to the 
Washington office where I have been since. That has not been strictly 
loan work since I have been here because I was assistant chief of what 
was known as the Agency Division, which was administrative work, 
being liaison between our loan bankers, and the Board of Directors. 
We have 31 offices throughout the country. My job was to help ad- 
ministratively operate those agencies. In connection with this, I was 
tied into loan work all the time, although I did not actually work on 
loans. 

Prior to 1932 I was junior officer in a bank in Cleveland, Ohio, and 
prior to that, assistant trust officer of a title company. In back of that, 
I had some real-estate work when I first came out of the Navy, and 
then college. 

Mr. Casry. Mr. Perkins, in connection with this loan did you have 
any conversations with anyone outside of Mr. Gibson, Mr. Woodside, 
and Mr. Craven? 

Mr. Perkins. No. I did not. There was a pretty good reason for 
that I think, too. I first came with DPA on January 22, which was 
the actual day this application was filed, so at that time everybody’s 
faces were alike. I did not know one from another and just stuck 
to my business and looked at the loans. I did not talk with anybody 
because I would not have known who to talk to. 

Mr. Casry. Nobody from NPA called you on this? 

Mr. Perxtns. No: I did not know anyone over there at that time. 

Mr. Casey. I do not believe I have any further questions. 

Mr. Harpy. Mr. Lantaff—— 
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Mr. Lanrarr. What was it Mr. Gibson signed, the approval of the 
loan ? 

Mr. Perxins. The certificate authorizing the Reconstruction Fi- 
nance Corporation to disburse the loan under certain conditions. 

Mr. Lanrarr. Mr. Gibson had authority under the law to dis- 
approve the loan ? 

Mr. Perkins. He could have refused to sign the certificate in which 
event we would have no doubt returned to our office and prepared a 
denial and sent it back to the NPA. 

Mr. Lanrarr. And at the time you went over to Mr. Gibson’s office, 
the Certificate of Necessity had alre: ady been signed and he was aware 
of that fact? 

“Mr. Perkins. Yes. 

Mr. Lanrarr. There was one thing that you mentioned there that 
I had not been familiar with before, that this Certificate of Necessity 
that was granted does not require the borrower to use the tax savings 
and apply them toward repayment of the loan. 

Mr. Perkins. No, sir. Ifa company gets a tax certificate, they may 
use it at their discretion. 

Mr. Lanrarr. The certificates issued require the tax savings to be 
applied toward repayment of the loan; is that correct / 

Mr. Perkins. We are attempting now to make that a clause in all 
of our loans, that they shall apply for the certificate and if granted 
that they shall take the savings and apply them on the loan. 

Mr. Lanrarr. But under this certificate as granted, the tax savings 
could have been used to reflect in the profits of the business, is that 
right ? 

Mr. Perkins. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Harpy. Are there any further questions? 

Thank you very much, Mr. Perkins. 

Mr. Casry. Mr. Woodside, would you come forward, please. 


TESTIMONY OF BYRON D. WOODSIDE, DIRECTOR, BUSINESS EXPAN- 
SION OFFICE, DEFENSE PRODUCTION ADMINISTRATION 


Mr. Harpy. Do you solemnly swear that the testimony you shall 
give the committee on the matter before it shall be the whole truth 
and nothing but the truth, so help you God? 

Mr. W oopsipr. I do. 

Mr. Harpy. Have a seat, Mr. Woodside. 

Mr. Casey. You testified the first day of these hearings in connec- 
tion with the tax-amortization certification ? 

Mr. Woopsipr. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Casey. You were asked certain questions at that time regarding 
this Hazelton loan case? 

Mr. Woopsipr. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Casey. Have you read the transcript of testimony taken at 
that time? 

Mr. Woopsipr. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Casry. You and I had some conversation about the substance 
of this transcript. 

Mr. Woopsipr. Yes. 

Mr. Casey. I am going to give you a copy of this transcript of 
March 19 and direct your attention to specific portions of this 
testimony. 
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First, at page 135. Would you glance over that briefly and indicate 
now whether there is any part of that testimony that you would like 
to clarify or amplify in any way. 

Mr. Woonsipr. The information on this page relates essentially to 
an application for a necessity certificate filed by the Hazelton Co., and 
I think that is all right. 

Mr. Casry. Now, at page.138, is there anything there that does not 
correctly portray your position in this case? 

(No response. ) 

Mr. Casey. I refer particularly to questions by the chairman re- 
garding the length of time it had taken to process this application for 
Joan. 

Mr. Woopsipe. I do not think there is anything wrong with the 
testimony. 

Mr, Casey. I am not bringing these things up for the purpose of 
pointing out anything that is wrong. I am bringing out things that 
you might want to amplify or clarify in some way. 

Now, on page 139, toward the bottom of the page, I refer to a ques- 
tion by the chairman and your answer. 

Mr. Woopsipr. May I go back over that page with you, step by step? 

Mr. Casry. Yes. 

Mr. Woopsine. In reading this record, there is one thing which im- 
presses me. There is one thing not brought out by the testimony and 
that is that the person who certifies a loan for DPA is the Deputy 
Administrator. 

Mr. Casey. That is Mr. Gibson in this case? 

Mr. Woopsipr. At that time it was Mr. Gibson. It is now Mr. 
Farrell. 

At page 139 you asked: 

Do your records show the date on which you issued a certificate for this loan? 

I, of course, did not issue a certificate. I have never had any au- 
thority to issue a certificate. DPA issues a certificate, and our records 
would show it. 

Mr. Casey. Let us go back a little bit to Mr. Hardy’s question, be- 
ginning at the bottom of page 138. Would you read that? 

Mr. Woonsipe (reading) : 

And everything that came up to you was favorable for the loan so far as you 
know when you got it; it was all cleared in good shape and perfectly in order, so 
you approved it, is that right? 

And I said: 

Yes, sir. 

Mr. Casey. Would you like to clarify that? 

Mr. Woopstpe. I would. Insofar as DPA is concerned, that is the 
substance of what happened. I was here testifying for DPA and it 
seemed to me these questions were directed more at what DPA did, 
rather than toward differences of opinion which might have been held 
by persons within the organization. What happened was, in fact, that 
the Deputy Administrator accepted the recommendation of Com- 
merce, signed the certificate, which had the effect of authorizing the 
loan. 

Mr. Casey. Going back, do you think that if the same question was 
asked you today you would say everything was in good shape and per- 
fectly in order for approval when you received it / 
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Mr. Woopsine. Well, so far as the Deputy was concerned, it was. 
So far as I know. 

Mr. Casry. Suppose that the Deputy had been testifying, do you 
think he could truthfully say everything was in good shape and per- 
fectly in order for approval when he got it 4 

Mr. Woopsipr. I cannot answer that. All I can say is that he 
signed 1 

Mr. Casey. Is there anything else on that page you want to clarify, 
age 159 ¢ 

Mr. Harpy. I want to come back to what Mr. Woodside just said. 
I fail to comprehend the answer he made, even with respect to Mr. 
Gibson as Deputy Administrator. When he says everything was in 
good shape and in order and it was signed. 

In the light of the testimony, which I think perhaps you heard here 
just a few minutes ago—— 

Mr. Woopstpe. I heard part of it. 

Mr. i vrpy. If that testimony was accurate, is it proper to say that 
everything was in good shape and in order, insofar as DPA was 
concerned / 

Mr. Woopstpr. I will answer it this way: The certificate and the 
recommendation from Commerce on its face were all right. So far 
as Our operation was concerned, in reviewing the application for the 
Deputy, we were of the opinion that the loan did not stack up with 
the criteria. 

Mr. Harpy. You were of that personal opinion 4 

Mr. Woopsipr. ‘That was my personal opinion. 

Mr. Harpy. And you made that known to the Deputy Adminis- 
trator 

Mr. Woopsinr. That is right. 

Mr. Harpy. All right, go ahead. 

Mr. Casey. Are you still of that opinion, Mr. Woodside ? 

Mr. Woopsmwr. Yes, sir. 

Let me clear one thing for the record here, if I may: Mr. Harrison 
became Defense Production Administrator on the 25th of January. 
Prior to that time, loan certificates and tax amortization certificates 
were under the jurisdiction of the National Security Resources Board, 
and our office handled both of those for the chairman. 

On the day on which Defense Production Administration came into 
existence, which, by the terms of the Executive order of January 3, 
occurred on the day on which the Senate confirmed the appointee— 
on that day, our job with the Resources Board ceased and we became 
part of DPA 

The Deputy Administrator who was assigned the job of handling 
the tax certificates and the loan certificates, the first one was Mr. 
Gibson. He was the one who signed all tax recommendations and all 
loan recommendations—all loan certificates and all tax certificates. 

We assumed that we would perform a review function for the De- 
fense Production Administration. 

This loan, as I recall, was the first one signed by DPA. It had 
come to us while we were still under the Resources Board. I assigned 
it to Mr. Craven to examine it and review it. 

Mr. Perkins had just arrived and joined our staff and he was to 
head up the loan unit which I was then trying to create, and that was 
his first case. 
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The memorandum which was referred to here awhile ago by Mr. 
Craven, as the one which he w rote. was the memorandum which he pre- 
pared and it would normally have been the basis for a discussion be- 
tween ourselves and the basis for the preparation of a formal report 
and recommendation to the Deputy Administrator. 

That never occurred, in this case. We made no written report or 
recommendation. The case was taken over, the report was made orally, 
and I think that—— 

Mr. Casey. Why was that so in this case? Why was not the usual 
procedure followed ¢ 

Mr. W oopsIpe. My recollection is that we received either a telephone 
call, or were told personally on that day by representatives of Com- 
merce that the »y were very anxious to have that matter presented to 
the Deputy Administrator that d: Ly. 

Mr. Casey. Who, in Commerce 

Mr. W oopsIDeE. I think it Was Mr. Creedon or someone in his shop. 

Later in the day I got a call from Mr. Gibson’s office and again I 
am not sure whether it was from one of his girls or himself—this was 
2 months ago—inquiring as to whether we could have that over there 
at his oflice that afternoon. 

Mr. Casry. When you say, “that over there” what was “that” / 

Mr. Woopsipr. The loan certificate. 

Mr. Cassy. The certificate or the recommendation of your shop? 

Mr. Woopsine. The loan certificate and the recommendation from 
Commerce. 

Mr. Casrty. Of Commerce? 

Mr. Woopsipr. Yes. NPA. 

Mr. Casey. Would the usual procedure call for your section to pre- 
pare a denial if that was in accordance with your views in the case 4 

Mr. Woopstpr. Up until that time, if there had been a proposal to 
deny it, to deny a loan, we would have prepared a memorandum recit- 
ing that fact and would have taken the matter up with the Chairmar 
and the Resources Board, who had final word on a loan under that 
set-up. There never was such a case. 

Mr. Casry. Is it not a fact that in this case no recommendation 
denying the loan was prepared because you were aware in advance that 
this certificate was going to be siened 2 

Mr. Woopsinr. No, sir; that is not quite right. When we were 
asked to get the matter presented to the Deputy that afternoon, it 
was physically impossible to make the analysis and prepare a report 
that I would normally like to see done. Since we, or at least I, felt 
there were serious reasons why the loan should not be made and it 
would take some time to lay that out, we took it over to the Deputy’s 
office, in the Department of Commerce, and presented it. 

Mr. Harpy. When you vent over to Mr. Gibson’s office, did you 
take with you a copy of the memorandum which Mr. Craven had pre- 
pared as a basis for discussing this loan? 

Mr. Woopsine. I really do not know. We had the loan certificate 
and the recommendation from Commerce. Whether his memorandum 
was with us. I do not know. I do not think I had it. 

Mr. Harpy. Were you familiar with that memorandum before you 
went over there? 

Mr. Woopsipr. Surely. 
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Mr. Harpy. You had read it and were familiar with the points Mr. 
Craven had raised ? 

Mr. Woopsipe. That is right. 

Mr. Harpy. Did you hear Mr. Craven’s testimony concerning that 
conference and what went on in that conference / 

Mr. Woopsipe. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Harpy. Is that substantially in accord with your recollection 

Mr. Woopsipr. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Harpy. Are there any particular variations which you would 
like to mention ¢ 

Mr. Woonsinr. Well, you are asking me to recall a conversation on 
one loan of many and this occurred over 2 months ago. 

Mr. Harpy. Well, your answer would be “No,” then ? 

Mr. Woopstpr. My recollection is that Mr. Gibson expressed some 
familiarity with the proposition and expressed the view that Com- 
merce Was anxious for this thing to go through, that he would sign 
it and assume the responsibility for it. 

Mr. Harpy. Mr. Craven’s statement is consistent with your recol- 
lection of what took place? 

Mr. Woopsipr. That is right. 

Mr. Casry. Was it customary procedure for all three of you gen- 
tlemen to accompany a particular application to Mr. Gibson’s office 
at that time? 

Mr. Woopsipr. That was the first one, sir. 

Mr. Casry. That was the first loan application ? 

Mr. Woopstpe. That was the first loan application handled under 
the Defense Production Administration. 

Mr. Casry. Do you follow that procedure now 4 

Mr. Woopstpr. No, sir; the procedure varies. Sometimes I will 
take it over. Sometimes I will send Mr. Perkins with it, and in recent 
weeks that has been the more usual method of handling it. 

Mr. Casry. Does your present procedure call for the preparation 
of a form denying the loan, if that is in accordance with the views 
of your shop? 

Mr. Woopsinr. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Boritrxe. What had been the procedure when you took similar 
recommendations to the Chairman of the Resources Board? What 
I am trying to get at, is this always handled personally? Is it hand 
carried, or are they sometimes forwarded by letter or memo? 

Mr. Woopstpr. Every recommendation that we submitted to the 
Chairman of the Resources Board, I took to him personally. 

Mr. Casey. You were the spokesman for the group with Mr. 
Gibson ? 

Mr. Woopsipr. I do not recall there was a spokesman. I think we 
all had something to say. 

Mr. Casey. How much did you have to say? 

Mr. Woopsipr. Well, I expressed my personal views as to the loan. 

Mr. Casey. All of them? 

Mr. Woopsipr. I cannot answer that, I do not know whether they 
were all expressed or not. I certainly registered my opinion that 
the loan should not be made. 

Mr. Casry. If you were cut off in the middle of expressing your 
views, you would remember it, would you not? 
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Mr. Woopsine. I do not recall having been cut off. Again, you are 
asking me to recall a conversation that ocurred months ago. 1 would 
not attempt to give the sequence of events. 

Mr. Botiync. At any rate, your recommendation that the loan not 
be : approved was ignored. 

Mr. Woopsipe. That is correct. 

Mr. Casey. Do you remember any significant statements made 
by Mr. Gibson at the time he signed this document approving this 
loan ? 

Mr. Woopsipr. I am sorry. I do not understand what you mean. 

Mr. Casey. Do you remember anything that Mr. Gibson might 
have said that stuck in your mind with respect to the loan app slica- 
tion and his action in signing it? 

Mr. Woopsipr. Only three things that I would recall. One is some- 
thing I testified to the other day. This would afford quick steel if the 
plant went forward as planned. Two, he indicated familiarity with 
the proposition and expressed a willingness to rely upon the recom- 
mendation of Commerce. 

Mr. Casey. Did you know the recommendations of the Iron and 
Steel Division of NPA ? 

Mr. Woopsipr. At that time? 

Mr. Casry. At that time. 

Mr. Woopsipr. No, sir. 

Mr. Casey. When did you first learn of those recommendations ? 

Mr. W oopsIDE. I he: ard some gossip to the effect that the sre hi id been 
a different point of view in that section of NP A just recently. 

Mr. Casey. Is that since your testimony of March 19? 

Mr. Woopsiwwr. I think so. 

Mr. Casry. That is after we went down and found the recom- 
mendations of the Iron and Steel Division, is that so? 

Mr. Woopsipr. I do not know about you finding it, but it was 
within the last few days 

Mr. Casey. You testi fie d up here on March 19 in response to a letter 
sent by the chairman of this committee sometime durin oe the previous 
week, is that so 

Mr. Woopsinr. I am sorry, would you repeat that? 

Mr. Casey. You testified on March 19 in res sponse to a request ina 
letter signed by the chairman of this ae sent down to DPA 
the previous week? In other words we asked you to come up here and 
testify on March 19, did we not? 

Mr. Woopsmne. I am not sure I ever saw the letter. I think I was 
told by someone in General Harrison’s office that I was to appear. 

Mr. CASEY. You have a file on the Hazelton loan case 1n your Bus!- 
ness Expansion Office of the Defense Production Administration, do 
you not? 

Mr. W oopsIDe. There is a file on the case our file on the Case is 
presently in the hands of-—— 

Mr. Casry. I do not mean presently, I mean you do have a file, a 
file is prepared at the time each case goes through. 

Mr. Woopsipr. Surely. 

Mr. Casey. At the time you testified on March 19, there was in ex- 
istence a Business Expansion Office file on the Hazelton loan case, is 
that not so? 

Mr. Woopsine. Yes, sir. 
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Mr. Casey. And you did not bring that file with you, Mr. Woodside, 
did yous 

Mr. Woopsipe. I brought part of it. 

Mr. Casey. What part did you brin 

Mr. Woopsipe. I brought the app Tae the loan certificate, and 
the recommendation from Commerce. 

Mr. Casey. Why did you not bring the whole file? 

Mr. Woopsipr. Frankly, I had a number of others with me and I do 
not know whether you remember or not, my briefcase was full. 

Mr. Casey. What others did you have with you 4 

Mr. Woopstinr. The lone Star— 

Mr. Casey. Those were the only two cases we mentioned, were they 
not / 

Mr. Woopsiwr. Then I had a lot of information about the tax 
amortization program and the loan program generally. 


Mr. Casry. Did you ayeadical whole file on the Lone Star case ¢ 
Mr. Woovstwr. No, s 
Mr. Casey. Did you oi have the same documents that you had in 


the Hazleton ¢ 

Mr. Woopstwr. That is right. 

Mr. Bottine. Did you, in your testimony of March 19, attempt to 
present the age IC\ point of view / 

Mr. Woopsipr. Let me answer it this way: It seemed Mr. Hardy’s 
questions were directed to me as a representative of DPA and what 
DPA did and that is the way I answered them. 

Mr. Harpy. Your answers did not necesarily reflect your own per 
sonal feelings? 

Mir. Woopstpr. That is correct. 

Mr. Casey. Did you discuss, before you came up here on March 19, 
your testimony or proposed testimony before this committee, with 
anvone down in the Defense Production Administration ? 

Mr. Woopsipr. I am sure—— 

Mr. Casey. Was there not a meeting in General Harrison’s office on 
the Friday afternoon. previous 4 

Mr. \\ OODSIDE, J really clo hot remembe rs There was some discus- 
: with General Harrison. I had some conversations with General 
Harrison before we appeared. I do not recall just when it was and I 
do not rec all anything of particular significs ance about it. 

Mv. Harpy. Perhaps this will refresh your memory : My recollection 
is that we had not received any reply from General ‘Harrison indicat- 
ine who would be sent up to testi fy on these cases, as you probably are 
aware. My letter went to General Harrison and asked him to have 
people up here qualified to testify. 

My recollection is that on F rid: iv afternoon prior to the hearing on 
the 19th, in ordei to try to get our p ylans made, we called rte wn late j = 
the afternoon to General Harrison’s office to find out who would be 
here and I believe we learned that you and he and some others were in 
consultation about this particular matter at that time. 

Now see if that refreshes your memory. 

Mr. Woopstpre. I remembe rnow. I got a telephone call from some- 
one in General Harrison’s office late that day, telling me that I should 
appear before this committee, with the gener: al, the following ve ay. 
I spent most of that week end trying to get ready for it, because as I 
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understood it, there was to be discussion of the tax amortization 
program, and those two loans. 

Mr. Casey. With specific reference to two cases involy ing the Hazle- 
ton loan, and the Lone Star Steel loan, do I understand your testi- 
mony to be that the only reason you did not bring those files along 
with you at that time was because they were too heavy ¢ 

ir. Woopsipe. I brought the application, the recommendation from 
Commerce, and the certificate which seemed to me—— 

Mr. Casry. You did not bring’ any memoranda that has been dis- 
cussed here today ¢ 

Mr. Woopsine. That is right. 

Mr. Casey. And we understood from the testimony that day that 
the fie was completely favorable in DPA. 

Was there any indication in this testimony anywhere that there 
had been adverse recommendations made to Mr. Gibs son 1m CoOnnec- 
tion with this loan by your own shop 4 

Mr. Woopstpe. No. 

Mr. Casrty. Were you instructed by anyone with regard to the 
papers you were to bring with you in the two cases ? 

Mr. W oopsibe. No. 

Mr. Harpy. Was there anything that led you to believe everybody 
in DPA favored this — 

Mr. W oODSIDE. No, Ss 

Mr. Harpy. You te done a right vood job of leaving that im- 
pression. 

Mr. Casey. I do not believe I have any further ques tions. 

Mr. Harpy. Do you have any questions, Mr. RiehIman 

Mr. RrenuMan. No questions. 

Mr. Harvy. Mr. Bolling 

Mr. Botuine. I have one, Mr. Chairman. 

Your purpose in appe ng on March 19, as you testified earlier, 
was to represent the a ain point of view. You had no intention of 
concealing information. You were just not anxious to volunteer any 
information. 

Mr. Woopstpr. That is ae a 

Mr. Harpy. In othe words, it wa your position that if this com 
mittee v as looking’ for in form ition down the re, they | Ld to dig 

You oad not answer that. 


Mr. Bolling, do you have anything further? 

Mr. Bouturne. That is all. 

Mr. Harpy. Mr. Lantaff 

Mr. LANTAFF. | appreciate the witness’ candor in his last answel 


there. 

When you went in to talk with Mr. Gibson, you and Mr. Craven 
and Mr. Perkins, did you ope n the conversation b V saying, “We are 
here on the Hazleton case.” or did he initiate it by asking for the 
certificate, or just what happened when you first went in to see him? 

Mr. Woopsipr. I do not recall that. We had the Lone Star case with 
us and I am not sure whether we had any tax cases with us or not. 

Mr. Lantarr. In other words, Mr. Gibson indicated familiarity 
with the whole case before you told him about it, is that right ? 

Mr. Woopsipe. That is right. 

Mr. Lanrarr. And you at no prior time had discussed this Hazle- 
ton case with Mr. Gibson ? 
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Mr. Woopsipr. Now, there may have been an inquiry from his office 
during the time that we had it as to progress on it. 

Mr. Lanrarr. To your knowledge, have you ever discussed this case 
with him? 

Mr. Woopsipe. No. 

Mr. Botitinc. You have mentioned and it has been mentioned a 
number of times by other witnesses that Mr. Gibson seemed to have 
a familiarity with the case. Do you mean a general familiarity, that 
he had heard of it, or a detailed familiarity with the specific 
rOVISIONS ¢ 

Mr. Woopsinr. A general understanding. 

Mr. Botuine. General and not specific. 

Mr. Woopsipe. A general understanding of the recommendation of 
Commerce. 

Mr. Botuine. Thank you. That isall Ihave. 

Mr. Casry. Mr. Woodside, I asked you a —_ time ago whether 
there were any significant statements made by Mr. Gibson in con- 
nection with this loan which, as I understand, was the first loan that 
Mr. Gibson was asked to approve as Deputy Administrator of De- 
fense Production Administration. 

Was there any statement—and I do not intend to quote it verbatim— 
was there any statement along the lines that— 

This loan has its doubtful features and certainly is on the edge, but there is a 
certain percentage of this kind of loan that is going to be allowed anyway, and 
Iam going to approve this one. 

Mr. Woopsine. I do not recall that kind of a statement, no. 

Mr. Casey. You do not know whether vou would have recalled it 
if it had been stated ? 

Mr. Woopsipe. I would not want to say that. 

Mr. Casey. Would it have been a significant statement, in your 


opinion ¢ 


Mr. Woopstpr. Yes. 

Mr. Casry. I have no further questions. 

Mr. Harpy. Is there anything further ? 

Thank you, Mr. Woodside. 

Mr. Casry. Mr. Gibson, would you come forward, please. 


TESTIMONY OF EDWIN T. GIBSON, DEPUTY ADMINISTRATOR FOR 
STAFF SERVICES, DEFENSE PRODUCTION ADMINISTRATION 


Mr. I1arpy. Mr. Gibson, will you be sworn, please. 

Do you solemnly swear the testimony you shall give the subcom- 
mittee in the matter before it will be the truth, the whole truth, and 
nothing but the truth, so help you God ¢ 

Mr. Gipson. I do. 

Mr. Harpy. Have a seat, please. 

Mr. Casry. Will you give your full name and title for the record, 
please. 

Mr. Ginson. Edwin T. Gibson, Deputy Administrator for Staff 
Services, DPA. 

Mr. Casey. Would you give us a brief summary of your back- 
ground and exper — ‘before you aaoeel this position, Mr. Gibson? 

Mr. Ginson. Well, I am executive vice president of the General 
Foods Corp., and — been since—I have been with the General 
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Foods Corp. since 1933. Before that, I was with the American Sugar 
Refining Co. as secretary, and before that I was a lawyer with the 
National Biseuit Co. Before that, I practiced law. 

Mr. Casey. Did you have occasion at sometime to become familia 
with the Hazelton loan ? 

Mr. Gipson. Yes, sir: I did. 

Mr. Casey. And at what time, was it one of your functions to ap 
prove loans of this a 

Mr. Gipson. Yes, s 

Mr. Casry. Or to pis on loans? 

Mr. Gipson. Yes, sir to certify them. 

Mr. Casry. Would you exp lain when you first became familiar 
with the details of the Hazelton loan, and the circumstances under 
which you became familiar with them ? 

Mr. Gipson. Will you give me the date with the signature on 
it ¢ 

Mr. Casry. The signature is February 2, a Friday. 

Mr. Ginson. About Wednesday of that week, which would be the 
end of January, I was called into General Harrison’s office, who is 
the Administrator for DPA, and there was a meeting there at that 
time at which six o1 elght people were present, and the loan section 
of the NPA had this application for a loan on the Hazelton Steel Co.., 
which was discussed at that meeting. The general impression was 
that while it was a loan that we might be interested in, we wanted 
more money from the Government and the applicant did not offer 
to pul up enough of their own to make it one that we could do any- 
thing with. 

The loan section was advised to f0 back and see if they could 
get this company to increase the amount of money put into the com 
pany outside of the Government money. The “y did so. 

The next I heard was Friday when Harrison was away and they 
came in and told me they had been able to get the group to put up 
$1 million and that under those circumstances would I sign it, and I 
did. 

Mr. Casey. How much were they going to put up at the time of 
the conference on Wednesday 4 

Mr. Girson. I think they came in with an application with no money. 
It was to be all Government. 

Mr. Casey. Were you familiar with this app panes Mr. Gibson 

Mr. Gipson. Not beyond what I have stated; no, sir. 

Mr. Casey. Did you ever see it 2 

Mr. Gipson. The application 4 

Mr. Casey. Yes. 

Mr. Gipson. I saw it when I signed it. 

Mr. Casry. Did you ever see an application in which the company 
proposed to enter no private capital whatever / 

Mr. Gipson. No, I did not see that. That was a discussion we had 
in the meeting there at the time. 

Mr. Casey. Were you aware of the fact that the recommendations 
from the delegate agencies of the Department of Commerce and NPA 
had been signed ond forwarded over to DPA prior to the conference 
that you had on that Wednesday ? 
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Mr. Ginson. I am not sure of that; no. 

Mr. Casey. You do not know much about the details of this loan, 
do you, Mr. Gibson ¢ 

Mr. Gisson. Not an awful lot about the details; no. 

Mr. Casey. Am I to understand from your testimony that some 
change was made in this loan between Wednesday and Friday of the 
end of January and the first of February ¢ 

Mr. Gisson. The change was that they came back and said that there 
was a million dollars going in outside of the Government money. 

Mr. Casey. The testimony so far, Mr. Gibson, has been to the effect 
that a change, if any took place, took place long prior to this particular 
time that you are speaking about; that the recommendations of RFC 
some time in December were to the effect that the applicant be required 
to put in $2.5 million, but that shortly thereafter he approached the 
National Production Authority with a proposal to put in $1 million, 
and, in fact, the recommendation that went over from the National 
Production Authority to the Defense Production Administration, 
signed by the Secretary, in the middle of January, contained the spe- 
cific terms and conditions that were contained in the certificate that 
you signed, 

Was that in accordance with your memory of what happened ? 

Mr. Ginson. My memory of the first meeting was that there was 
insufficient money being put up outside the Government to warrant the 
signing of it. 

Mr. Harpy. Mr. Gibson, I think in fairness I should say that your 
testimony is not consistent with other sworn testimony our subcom- 
mittee received this afternoon. 

It has been testified before this subcommittee this afternoon that in 
effect you were not interested in any of the arguments either for or 
against this loan, that you already were familiar with the details of it. 
Do I understand you to say that you did not take that position ? 

Mr. Gipson. I do not take that position. I heard the original dis- 
cussion in this meeting which went around the room and at which there 
were present members of the NPA organization, which was the dele- 
gate agency. 

Mr. Harpy. Can you tell this committee who was at that meeting; 

can you name the people who were there ? 

Mr. Greson. General Harrison was there, Mr. Bolger was there, Mr. 
Davlin was there, Mr. McCoy was there from NPA. I am not sure 
whether Mr. Carson was there or not but somebody was there from the 
Steel Section. 

Mr. Harpy. And the only information that you had about this loan 
was that which you acquired on that day and at that meeting / 

Mr. Gieson. That is right. 

Mr. Harpy. Let me ask: you another question: Did anyone ever call 
you and ask you to hurry up and get that loan signed ¢ 

Mr. Grsson. No, sir. 

Mr. Casey. Did you have any conversations with the Secretary of 
Commerce with respect to this loan ? 

Mr. Gipnson. No, sir. 

Mr. Casey. Did you ever read any of the reports rendered by the 
Reconstruction Finance Corporation in connection with this loan ? 

Mr. Grnson. I am not sure that I read them. I was familiar with 
them. They were discussed at the meeting I am talking about. 
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Mr. Casey. Are you familiar with them now ¢ 

Mr. Gisson. If you mean by “familiar” do I reme mber the details; 
ho. 

Mr. Casey. Do you remember in substance what they were ‘ 

Mr. Gipson. The y felt that this was a loan on the outside. 

Mr. Casry. Did they not recommend against the loan / 

Mr. Gipson. I do not think they—they said it was a loan that they 
could not make. 

Mr. Casey. Did they recommend against the loan as your fiscal 
agent ¢ 

(No response. ) 

Mr. Casey. Do you appreciate the significance of my question ‘ 

Mr. Gipson. Yes. 

Mr. Casry. Did they recommend against the loan as your fiscal 
agent ¢ 

Mr. Gripeson. I do not recall that; no. 

Mr. Casey. Would that not be a material fact ? 

Mr. Gipson. Yes; it would be a material fact. 

Mr. Casey. Do you recall whether or not the iron and steel people 
were in favor of this loan in the National Production Administration ¢ 

Mr. Gipson. My recollection in that meeting was that there was dis 
cussion back and forth. I believe that they were not particularly in 
favor of it but there was no loud voice raised one way or the other 
against it. 

Mr. Casey. Did you ever see their written recommendations with 
respect to this loan ¢ 

Mr. GIBSON. I did not: no. 

Mr. Casry. Were you aware of the fact that your own Business 
Expansion Office and the Defense Production Administration were 
against this loan ¢ 

Mr. Gipson. Iam aware of the fact that they recommended against 
it; yes. 

Mr. Casey. That is in substance the same thing. is it not. Mr. 
Gibson ¢ 

Mr. Gipson. Yes, sil 

Mr. Harpy. If they recommended against it, they were the people 
who were supposed to review the det: ils of these things for you; is 
that right? 

Mr. Gipson. That is right. 

Mr. Harpy. If they recommended against it, what was the basis 
for your reversing their recommendation / 

Mr. Gipson. I weighed together, sir, those for it and those against 
it, and in my opinion ‘the fellows on the side in the agency who recom- 
mended for it had the weight of the argument. 

Mr. Harpy. Now, will you be a little more specific and tell us just 
who recommended for it ¢ ; 

Mr. Gipson. I do not know the name of that section, sir. in the 
NPA, but the Loan Section, Mr. Bolger and Mr. Davlin. 

Mr. BoLLina. Mr. Chairman. | would like to vet back to this Wednes- 
day meeting. Did that manner of discussing such problems become 
the usual manner? Was this a usual meeting or an unusual meeting ¢ 

Mr. Gipson. That was at that time, sir. 

Mr. Boiuine. It was an unusual meeting 
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Mr. Gipson. No: it was a usual meeting. There had been seve ral 
of those meetings where one of these loan on yplic ations came in, or 
one of the very Important or larger of the tax amortization requests 


came in, General Harrison got together aise who were interested in 
it, and discussed it. 

Mr. Botitinc. Now, did I understand you correctly to not mention 
as present at that meeting any of the gentlemen who in your shop 
were supposed to review such things for DPA? 

Mr. Ginson. None of them was present. 

Mr. Botiine. Then it would be customary for an agency to have 
a me eting with the officials of the delegate agency, or the responsible 
people of the delegate agency present, with the people who make the 
final decisions present from DPA but not the subordinates from 
DPA present / 

Mr, Gipson, J point out to you, sir, that was 2 or 3} days after DPA 
was organized. I am not sure on 5 ak. but I do not think General 
Harrison had been confirmed by the Senate at that time and they 
were carrying on in somewhat the same w: iy that the NPA organi- 
zation had carried on when those things were discussed. So that 
the present policy or procedure would not be to have such a meeting. 

Mr. Harpy. I want to get back to the question I was on a moment 
ago. I understood you to say that in reversing your own people, 
you weighed their opposition against the favor able argument pre 
sented by others. You weighed the people i in Defense Production 
against the people in NPA, as I understood it, and I asked you 
specifically who was for the loan and you mentioned Mr. Bolger and 
Mr. Davlin. 

Mr. Gisson. The consensus of opinion, sir, at that meeting, was 
that this was a loan that might be one that we could and should ap 
prove. 

Now, there was discussion back and forth and I do not remember 
exactly who argued for and exactly who argued against. The reason 
[ state that those two gentlemen were in favor of it is because they 
were the ones who brought it in with the recommendation, so that 
I am sure those two were. 

Mr. Harpy. I think that is a pretty good assumption, Mr. Gibson, 
if they brought in the reeommendation. 

Now I want to ask you this: You had to reverse certain people in 
your own organization in order to sign that certificate ? 

Mr. Ginson. That is right. 

Mr. Harpy. Now, I want to see just whose judgment you put up 
against theirs and compare their qualifications. You me ntioned Mr. 
Bolger and Mr. Davlin. They were the proponents of the loan. I 
take it then that you must weigh their qualifications to evaluate this 
situation as more competent than the qualifications of people like Mr. 
Woodside, Mr, Perkins, and Mr. Craven. Is that right? 

Mr. Grierson. No; I do not think that is quite right. In addition 
to Bolger and Davlin, the opinion of this group that was assembled 
to discuss it, which was generally in favor of granting the loan, is 
one of the things that made me weight their opinion higher than at 
that time Mr. Woodside’s and Mr. Perkins’. 

Mr. Harpy. Unless you can give me a little better picture of those 
who were present, | am going to have to assume that those whose 
opinion you accepted were people almost totally without qualification 
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to pass on the possib le or probable SuUCCeSS ot this type of operation. 

Now, we have testimony here about the ba koround of Mr. Bolger 
and Mr. Davlin. I do not recall that they are particularly expert on 
steel-mill operations and the chances for success in that regard. 
Neither do I recall that they particularly bragged about any expert 
knowledge of finance. 

Have you anybody else whose background and qualifications might 
lend more weight to the argument that you have advanced, that you 
put them up against your own experts ¢ 

Mr. Gipson. Those who were present at the meeting represented 
Mr. MeCoy, who was the head of the Industrial or Business Section. 
The steel people who were present. 

At that time, it was stated that there were experts—this company 
could produce steel. It was ina section that was not a crowded sec- 
tion: that it would be perfectly proper to put a mill in. 

Mr. Harpy. Do you know whether the people who told you this 
company could produce this steel had any basis for knowledge ? 

Mr. Gipson. I do not know that they had any basis for knowledge. 

Mr. Harpy. You accepted it on faith. 

Mr. Ginson. I did, yes. They were accepted officers or members 
ot the NPA organization and | accepted their word tor what they 
were supposed to know. 

Mr. Harpy. Who has the minutes of that nieeting held on that 
Wednesday ¢ 

Mr. GIBSON. There were ho minutes. ‘Those were informal mieet- 
ings. 

Mr. Casey. Mr. Gibson, perhaps I am mistaken but I understood 
that the consensus of this Wednesday meeting on the original testi- 
mony was that this loan could not be granted under the cirmustances 
in which it was presented at that time and subsequently I understood 
you to say that the consensus of opinion was that the loan should be 
eranted under the circumstances. 

Mr. GIBSON. ] ani SOrry, ] did not mean to leave any such impres- 
sion. ‘The objection to the loan in the first place was that there were 
not suflicient funds, that if $1 million were put up it would be con- 
sidered a different situation. 

Mr. Casey. And your impression is that they came in originally 
without any money / 

Mr. Gipson. That is my memory of it, ves. 

Mr. Casry. That they wanted the aie nt to put up $7,800,000 
based solely on their own $600 of private capital / 

Mr. Gipson. I do not remember the $600. 

Mr. CASEY. You do not remember the SOOO / 

Mr. GIBSON. No. 

Mr. Casry. Do you know who the stockholders were in this cor- 
poration ¢ 

Mr. Gipson. No. 

Mr. Casey. Do you know anything about the competence of the 
management ¢ 

Mr. Gipson. At that time it was stated that in the opinion of the 
people reporting on the loan that they were competent people to pro- 
duce steel. 

Mr. Casry. Did you ever read any of the files or any of the reports 
made in this case before you signed this ap proval of this loan? 
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Mr. Grinson. I read the application, yes, or rather the paper that 
I signed. 

Is that an application ? 

Mr. CasEy. That is the approval, I guess. There has been some 
testimony here this morning that some other people relied on the ap- 
plication. 

Mr. Harpy. The only thing you read, then, was a certificate which 
you signed approving the loan ¢ 

Mr. Grirson. That is right. 

Mr. Harpy. And you never saw the application for the loan? 

Mr. Grrson. No, sit 

Mr. Casey. Mr. Gibson, I would like to read to you a memorandum 
which has been introduced here today in the testimony. I would like 
to ask you whether or not that is in accordance with your memory of 
what transpired at the time Mr. Woodside, Mr. Craven and Mr. 
Perkins brought this proposed approval to your office. 

Mr. Ri HiMAN. Could I interrupt at that point. 

Mr. Casey is leading up to February 2. What was the urgency 
behind the issuing of this certificate to call these gentlemen all up 
to your department on February 2, asking that they be prepared to 
present this certific ate to you for signature, on February 9/ What 
was the urgency behind it? Who urged you to see that this certifi- 

‘ate Was prope rly signed and passed on that day / 

Mr. Gipson. Messrs. Bolger and Davlin came in to me and said, 
‘These people have agreed or we have arranged so $1 million will be 
put up. That means in our opinion what was discussed at the meet 
ing the othe r day, do you agree?” [said, “Yes, I think it does.” They 
said, “Are you w illing to sien it. the general is not here.” T said, “Yes. 
Have it sent in.” 

Mr. Rieutman. And you had no other information on it? 

Mr. Gipson. No other information. 

Mr. RieutmMan. You were satisfied to accept what they gave you? 

Mr. Gipson. I was satisfied to accept what they gave me after 
the discussion at the meeting. 

1 offer this not as an excuse but one of the facts, that I had been 
there a very short time and TI was called into these meetings to hear. 
I had been very recently assigned as deputy and I took the advice 
and followed the suggestions that were made by the group at the 
meeting I was in; it is the proper thing to do, 

Mr. Rreniman. You felt that was the proper thing to do without 
getting any further background with respect to the gentlemen asking 
for the loan, their qualifications or anything else? 

Mr. Gipson. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Rirntman. Now, this may be a very crude question and maybe 
it is not a proper one to ask, but from the background you have had 
in business, is that the way you would operate in private enterprise 

Mr. Ginson. I have always been willing to delegate authority and 
follow it and I figure in the long run I did better that w ay than I did 
by attempting to go check everything that was given me. 

Mr. Rreutman. Now you delegated authority to several of your 
subordinates and never accepted any of their recommendations. Is 
that not correct ? 

Mr. Ginson. That is correct. 
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Mr. Rreatman. Then, that does not blend in with your previous 
statement, does it ¢ 

Mr. Girson. Those gentlemen were a—well, I will let it stand. I 
will not get into an argument on that. 

Mr. RienumMan. I am not trying to argue with you on it at all, 

Mr. Ginson. I did not mean it that way. I will not fall back on 
any excuse as to how long I had been there or anything. 

Mr. Rreuitman. I am vitally interested, as you should be, as a tax- 
payer. [ama businessman and a taxpayer, as you are. 

Mr. Gipson. I am interested. I felt I was doing the right thing 

Mr. Rrenuman. Perhaps you did, and I hope that you did, and I de 
not challenge that statement at all, sir, but I do challenge the state- 
ment that you would act in the same manner in private enterprise 
as you did in this matter 

Mr. Ginson. I probably misjudged who I should listen to on the 
grounds that I thought the group in the NPA were the people that 
had the responsibility for this. 

Now this other group, Mr. Woodside and so forth, whom I have 
learned to know since and re spect, I did not know at that time. 

Mr. Rrenuman. All right, but you had a Mr. Craven, a Mr. Perkins, 
and Mr. Woodside all in your department who came in and were will- 
ing to offer information to you Ww hich you did not acce pt. 

Mr. Gipnson. That is right. 

Mr. Rirnuman. That is all. 

Mr. Boutiine. Mr. Chairman, at that point I would like to pursue 
t a little further. 

Had anything transpired which would have caused you to have 
unusual confidence in Mr. Bolger and Mr. Davlin’s judgment / 2 «OAT 
this first meeting on Wednesday, had they been introduced in such 
a manner as to make you think they were most competent in this? 

Mr. Ginson. When I came down there, General Harrison told me 
Mr. Creedon, the head of that Section, was a man whose judgment 
could be relied upon. 

Mr. Botting. Mr. Creedon was not at the Wednesday meeting. 

Mr. Ginson. Mr. Creedon was ill and was not at the Wednesday 
meeting. 

Mr. Botirne. These two gent lemen re presente d him, in effect / 

Mr. Gipson. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Botiinc. Thank you. That is all. 

Mr. Casry. Mr. Gibson, it has been testified here that NPA recom- 
mended to the DPA that this loan be granted approximately Janu 
ary 22, or 24. That recommendation was signed by Mr. Harper on 
behalf of the Department of Commerce, approved by Mr. Bolger, and 
subsequently approved by the Secretary of Commerce. 

It has been testified, and there is documentary proof in support 
of it, that at the time that recommendation was made one of the pro- 
visions of the loan was that 
A loan should be approved in the amount of $7,800,000, anrngrraie upon (a) 


the borrower paying into the RFC fiscal agent for the delegate agency, $1,000,000 
of private capital. 


Mr. Harpy. What is the date of that ? 

Mr. Casry. That was in the hands of DPA on January 24, at which 
time the people in your own agency prepared memoranda discussing 
the terms and conditions of this Jo an. 
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Can vou reconcile that fact with your testimony here today that the 
million dollars was a new proposition that came up after the meet- 
ng of Wednesday / 

Mr. Gipson. It is possible that that meeting was the 24th. I said 
it was Yor 3 days in advance. I am speaking entirely from memory 
there and maybe that meeting was the 24th instead of that Wednesd: ay. 
I know it was sometime previous. I thought a few days. I did not 
realize it was that long. But if those are the dates, that must have 
been the situation. 

There is no means of ¢ hee king my memory on those meetings. q here 
is no record and no minutes. It was an informal meeting held that 
I was asked to sit in on. 

Mr. Casey. I started to read a memorandum of February 5 ad- 
dressed to Mr. Woodside | \ Mr. Perkins, which attempted to sum- 
marize the happenings at the meeting in your office of February 2. I 
will read it to you and see if it is in accordance with your memory : 

On Friday afternoon, February 2, vou, Mr. Tom Craven, and I held a meeting 
in the office of Mr. Ek. T. Gibson, Deputy Administrator, Defense Production Ad- 
ministration, concerning the above application. We presented Mr. Gibson with 
the certificate for a loan which had previously been signed by Mr. Charles Saw- 
ver, Secretary, United States Department of Commerce, as Mr. Gibson had re- 
quested that this be brought to him at that time. 

In offering the certificate, occasion was taken by the three parties referred 
to above to point out to Mr. Gibson several doubtful factors in connection with 
the application as follows: 

1, No assurance of proper supply of raw materials 

2. Lack of experience of the president, Benjamin S. Dowd, with certain aspects 
not in his favor regarding bad management and credit records 

3. RFC had expressed serious doubt as to the feasibility of this loan and the 
ability of the applicant to complete construction of the building and purchase 
of equipment with the proceeds of the loan. 

t. No reasonable assurance of repayment of the loan 

5. It was pointed out that the certificate might be changed to show that any 
tax savings from the tax certificate be applied on the loan rather than made in 
favor of the borrower It was further sugeested that the certificate might be 
changed to require the new equity capital proceeds to be used in the construe- 
tion or acquisition of equipment before proceeds of the loan. 

While Mr. Gibson was appreciative of these suggestions, it developed that he 
was familiar with the situation and desired to sign the certificate without delay 


Mr. Gipson. I say that is generally correct. 

Mr. Casry. Had you requested this application be brought to your 
office that afternoon, February 27 

Mr. Grirson. I do not recall that. I may have, but I do not recall 
it. If I did, it was simply in answer to a request from NPA. I do 
not recall that I had any pressure on it at all. 

Mr. Casry. Does NPA generally pressure your organization into 
handling these loans in a hurry ? 

Mr. Gipson. No, Mr. ¢ asey. but everybody is in a hurry for these 
things. 

Mr. Casey. These kinds of loans? 

Mr. Ginson. Any tax certificate or loan—when I say “in a hurry,” 
T mean the idea is, if you are going to approve them, get them out and 
get them into the hands of the people. 

If we were going to have a steel plant at Hazleton, the idea was 
to get it going. We wanted steel. 

Mr. Rren_man. Regardless of the circumstances? 
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Mr. Gisson. Not regardless of anything, sir. If everything else 
was all right. 

Mr. Rieutman. Were you sure everything was all right # 

Mr. Gipson. I felt everything was. 

Mr. Harpy. You were not familiar with the fact that RFC had 
recommended against this loan and certificate; that NPA’s technical 
expert had recommended against it entirely, and that your own 
representatives had recommended against it? You have testified 
that you were familiar with the position of Mr. Woodside, Mr. 
Perkins, and Mr. Craven. 

Mr. Gipson. Yes. 

Mr. Harpy. But you were not familiar with the fact that NPA’s 
technical people had recommended against it é 

Mr. Gipson. My recollection of the meeting was that they were 
represented and although they state there was some doubt in their 
minds, that that was not strong enough to cancel my belief that it 
should be signed. 

Mr. Harpy. What would be your reasons for sioning it. if technical 
experts thought that the thing could not be successful ¢ 

Mr. Gipson. I do not believe that at that meeting they stated that 
it could not be successful. My memory is that they believed it would 
be successful, although I think they stated that the steel companies 
generally were against it. 

Mr. Harpy. And you do not know whether you had any experts 
there or not, do you 4 

Mr. Greson. At that meeting ? 

Mr. Harpy. Yes. 

Mr. Ginson. We had somebody representing the Steel Department 
from NP A. and I would call them e xpert. 

Mr. Casry. What did they say / 

Mr. Gipson. At that time? They doubted they could agree, but 
they were not strong enough to say we should not do it. 

Mr. Harpy. Can you recall who that may have — 

Mr. Girson. No. I thought that it was Mr. Carson, but after talk- 
ing with a couple of people I am not sure now. 

Mr. Harpy. I do not know what personnel is in that division. Do 
you know, Mr. Casey ? 

Mr. Casry. Is you doubt predicated upon your conversation with 
me of several days ago? 

Mr. Grpson. Yes. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Casry. And I pointed out to you at that time that it could not 
have been Mr. Carson because I had memoranda in my records indicat- 
ing Mr. Carson was against this loan. 

Mr. Gipson. You stated to me that Mr. Carson had written a paper 
opposing it; yes. 

Mr. CASEY. And that is why vou doubi now 

Mr. Girson. No: that is not why I did. 





Things move rather fast and when you are here new they are rather 
confusing, and my memory, which I thought was good, is not good 
enough to state positive ly. 

Mr. Botting. Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Harpy. Mr. Bolling. 

Mr. Botirne. At that meeting previous to February 2, General 
Harrison indicated an opinion on the advisability of this loan? 
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Mr. Gipson. His opinion followed that—he went around the table 
and asked everybody what their opinion was and his opinion, as I 
recall it. was that there was not enough money there; if there was, 
it might be a loan that we would give. 

Mr. Botting. Did you have any further discussion of this particu- 
lar loan with General Harrison subsequent to that meeting ‘ 

Mr. Girson. I have had since. 

Mr. Botting. Subsequent to the meeting in question and prior to 
February 2 when you signed it ¢ 

Mr. Gipson, No: not prior to the time it was signed. He was not 
there. 

Mr. Lanrarr. I have a question, Mr. Chairman. 

Am I correct in assuming that the first knowledge you had of the 
Hazleton Steel application was when you were called over to General 
Harrison's office for a meeting / 

Mr. Gipson. That is correct. 

Mr. Lanvrarr. That was the first time you had ever heard about it? 

Mr. Gipson. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Lantarr. Nobody had spoken about it or told you any such 
application was pending ¢ 

Mr. Gipson. That is correct. 

Mr. Lanrarr. You mentioned there were a good many people there, 
and following through on the chairman’s question again, the only 
names we have are Davlin, Bolger, McCoy, and you think Carson, but 
you are not sure ¢ 

Mr. Gipson. Somebody from that section. 

Mr. Lanrarr. General Harrison and yourself / 

Mr. Gipson. Yes. 

Mr. Lanrarr. Can you recall from your memory anybody else who 
might have been there / 

Mr. Gipson. No; I cannot. I think there were more people there 
than that. I think there were about eight. 

Mr. Lanrarr. That is five people in all who were there / 

Mr. Gipson. Yes, sir; I think there were two or three more people 
because, as I recall it, as we sat around the table it was rather full. 

Mr. Lanvarr. Who appeared to be the main proponents for grant- 
ing this loan / 

Mr. Gisson, Mr. Davlin and Mr. Harper were the main proponents 
of it, 

Mr. Harpy. If the gentleman will yield, I think we can call someone 
else to shed a little light on this and help Mr. Gibson refresh his 
memory on this. 

Mr. Harper, will you come up, and Mr. Davlin, you might come on 
up too and take another chair there. 


TESTIMONY OF HARVEY M. HARPER, LOAN DIVISION, FACILITIES 
CONSTRUCTION BUREAU, AND WILLIAM R. DAVLIN, ASSISTANT 
TO ASSISTANT ADMINISTRATOR, FACILITIES CONSTRUCTION 
BUREAU, NATIONAL PRODUCTION AUTHORITY 


Mr. Harpy. Do you and each of you solemnly swear that the matter 
to which you shall testify before this subcommittee will be the truth, 
the whole truth, and nothing but the truth, so help you God? 

Mr. Harrer. Yes. 
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Mr. Harpy. And you‘ 

Mr. Davin. Yes. 

Mr. Harpy. Can you shed any further light on exactly who was 
at the meeting ? 

Mr. Harrver. I believe Mr. Linn was there from our Division. 

Mr. Harpy. What does he do 

Mr. Harrer. He is in the Loan Division. 

Mr. Harpy. Mr. Davlin, you were present there at the meeting ¢ 

Mr. Davin. Yes, I was, Mr. Chairman, and I welcome the chance 
to— 

Mr. Harpy. When did this meeting take place ¢ 

Mr. Davin. With reference to specific dates which I do not have 
before me, without reference to them, I will say this was an informal 
meeting, I believe the second of its type held, because it was the second 
major capital investment loan made. 

Now, I wanted very much while Mr. Gibson was—— 

Mr. Harpy. Let us see if we can get the date first. 

Mr. Davin. Now, you say, Mr. Casey, that the date of this meeting 
was January 244 

Mr. Casry. No: I did not say that. 

Mr. Davirx. The material point that I want to make here—I can- 
not set the date of the meeting—was that it was before the DPA’s 
functions on loans came into being. Mr. Harrison had been nominated 
but there was a period of considerable days before he was confirmed, 

Mr. Harpy. You mean Mr. Harrison was present without having 
official status ¢ 

Mr. Davurx. Yes: Mr. Harrison was present, having been the head 
of NPA, and Mr. Gibson having very recently come with him there, 
was the head of NPA. 

Now, it was his view that although he had— 

Mr. Casry. DPA, or NPA? 

Mr. DAVLIN. NPA. He Was head of NPA, hav Ing been nominated 
to DPA. It was his view, gentlemen, that we should proceed, in the 
instance of this loan, just as we would have a week or 2 weeks or a 
month earher when the route was from within NPA, Secretary Saw 
yer, to NSRB, and Mr. Gibson may or may not remember—we do— 
that that was the procedure we were to follow. 

So that the meeting which Mr. Gibson has been discussing was an 
informal meeting—as formal as anything was at the time—but held 
inan NPA family. I think that is important. 

Now, the certificate which Secretary Sawyer signed had not then 
been written nor signed nor sent to DPA. That is the fact. There 
are many delicate points here, but I think this is one, in all fairness to 
Mr. Gibson, that should be completely straight. 

Does that help some? I want to add a little bit to that, if I may. 

Mr. Harpy. Then I take it this was quite some time before the loan 
was actually approved ¢ 

Mr. Davurn. Sir, I do not have the dates before me. The important 
date in this instance is the date of the certificate which Mr. Sawyer 
signed under his then authority. 

Mr. Harpy. What was the date of that? 

Mr. Davin. Let us be very sure of the date of it. 

Mr. Harpy. That is a good idea. 
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Mr. Benper. How many different transactions of this type do you 
pass on! 
Mr. Ginson. There have not been many of them. I guess this was 


the only one I signed before a department was set up to cover this 


thing. 
Mr. Benper. So it was quite unusual, or it was something you would 
ittach more significance to than the average transaction, is that 
rrect 7 


Mr. Gipson. Yes: I would say so. 

Mr. Harpy. Is this the only loan of this type that you signed at all, 
sin/ 

Mr. Gipson. I think that is right, sir. 

Mr. Davurn. We can come back to this, but Mr. Gibson was in this 
particular loan set oft procedures twice, you see: once within NPA 
when General Harrison took the view that there was no DPA or he 
had no function in the DPA, and again, later, when he had to sign any 
loan certificates which were made since the power to sign loan certifi- 
cates after DPA came officially into being was not a commerce fune 
tion any longer, but a DPA function. 

It is confusing, but it is a straight picture. 

Now, the certificate which Secretary Sawver signed, or the carbon 
copy which I have in front of me, and which Mr. Casey perhaps picked 
up, is dated January 19, 1951. 

Mr. Casey. And that is crossed out ? 

Mr. DAVLIN. It is not crossed out on the COpy | have here. Mr. 
Harper calls my attention to the fact that this is the date upon which 
it was typed. 

The point which I think elarifies Mr. Gibson’s testimony here is the 
meeting which he refers to in General Harrison’s NPA office was cer- 
tainly before this certificate was written. ‘That meeting was a meeting 
at which the nature of the original application was described. The 
fact that the applicants had offered no equitv— 

Mr. Harpy. You believe Mr. Gibson’s memory is very bad when he 
placed this meeting 4 or 5 days prior to the time he signed this cer- 
tifieate, and you are placing it now 6 weeks back. 

Mr. Davin. Not 6 weeks back. 

Mr. Harpy. You said it had to be before January 19. 

Mr. Daviry. That is not 6 weeks before February 3 or February 2. 

Mr. Harpy. It is 2 weeks. 

The point was made in Mr. Casey’s questions previously to Mr. 
Woodside and Mr. Craven that this business of the applicant injecting 
1 million dollars was something which happened after Secretary 
Sawyer had_ signed. 

Mr. Casry. That is the substance of Mr. Gibson’s testimony, not 
mine. | pointed out that the certificate had been signed January 
19 or January 24 and if he had a meeting on January 31, or the Wed- 
nesday preceding the February 2 signing, at the time of the meeting, 
the million dollars was already in the picture. 

Mr. Daviin. The meeting to which he is referring, Mr. Casey, as 
of that late date—and I am sure I do not need to say it—it is merely 
a matter of recollection. 

Mr. Casry. Tell us when the million dollars first came into the 
picture. 
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Mr. Davin. Let me tell you. When the NPA at that period 
recommended a loan, it prepared, as I expect you have discovered, 
two documents: One, a memorandum of recommendation which in- 
cludes a justification of the loan; a description of the nature of the 
project ; a justification of the loan, and all of the terms and conditions 
which are to go into the certificate. It prepares another typewritten 
document which is the certificate which carries all of those things. 

Now, the meeting held, whatever the precise date, but certainly 
before ny recommendations or ally certificate was signed or so much 
as typed, was the meeting held in General Hart ison’s office. 

Mr. Casry. All right. Now, let us pin-point the dates of this 
original recommendation that was signed by Mr. Harper and ap 
proved by Mr. Bolger. Give me the date on that. 

Mr. DaAvLIN. We have a carbon COpy\ here. There is an original 
somewhere, I expect at DPA. The carbon COp\ which we have here 
is hot dated, Mr. Casey, but since the copy of the certificate is dated— 
at least bearing the date January 19, to be signed by Mr. Sawyer, my 
most accurate estimate I could make is that the memorandum was of 
similar date. 

Mr. Harpy. Now, just why would you draw any such conclusion 
as that? We have evidence here today in connection with the grant 
ing of the certificate of hecessity, that report from youl Steel Branch 
was not even submitted to Mr. McCoy until nearly 30 days after he 
had approved the certificate. 

Now, if that is a criterion, then your assumption here is without 
very much foundation. 

Mr. Daviin. Perhaps Mr. Harper can add to this. 

Mr. Harpy. Do you have any light to shed on this? 

Mr. Harver. This certificate and recommendation was drawn up on 
the 19th. I think Secretary Sawyer was out of town and we could 
not get his signature until sometime Friday. I delivered the recom 
mendation and certificate to Mr. Woodside’s office on a Saturday morn 
ing. which, according to testimony made earlier in the day, it was 
received on the 24th, which was a Monday. Therefore, apparently 
sometime on Friday Secretary Sawyer’s signature was obtained and 
on Saturday morning I delivered it to Mr. Woodside’s office, which 
would be the 22d. 

Mr. Casry. The 22d of January ? 

Mr. Harrver. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Casey. So the meet ing took place prior to that? 

Mr. Harrer. That is right. 

Mr. Harpy. This memorandum you read a while ago is dated the 
24th ? 

Mr. Gipson. May I add something here? This testimony refreshes 
my recollection somewhat. I am trying to tie this into the date of the 
signature. . 

Now, the fact that this went to Mr. Woodside’s office on the 24th, 
what I really was attempting to fix it or base it on, the meeting, was the 
time Mr. Davlin came in to see me and not the time Mr. Woodside did. 

In other words, it was over there a week with them before it came 
back. which throws me a week off in my calculation of the time the 
meeting was. , 

Am I clear on that, sir? 

Mr. Casry. Yes. 
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Mr. GIIBSON. | considered, when I told Mr. Davlin—was it you or 
Mr. Bolger that came in with it? I think it was Mr. Bolger and Mr. 
Davlin that came in with it. I told them I would sign it, based upon 
the evidence they gave me then of additional funds. 

Plus my recollection of the meeting, I was satisfied. It then went 
to Mr. Woodside and I have been figuring that that was the time 
I signed it. It was not. When I signed it, it was a week later. 

Mr. Harpy. I want to ask you a question about that. You told him 
when he brought it over you would sign it? 

Mr. Gisson. That is right. 

Mr. Harpy. Then why did you send it to Mr. Woodside at all? 

Mr. Gipson. It had gone over there as a matter of course. Mr. 
Woodside was the organization which Mr. Symington had in NSRB 
to check on those things. I was not fully familiar with that whole 
thing at that time. 

Mr, Harpy. If you were going to sign it and were completely un 
concerned about what recommendations he or his assistants would 
make, why let them spend their time on it 

Mr. Gipson. I did not send it there. It went over from Mr. Davlin’s 
office. 

Mr. Davurn. That is right. 

Mr. Harpy. Then I misunderstood your testimony. 

Mr. Gipson. It went over from Mr. Davlin’s office. 

Mr. Casey. At the time you said you would sign you were not part 
of DPA. Were you in NPA? 

Mr. Gisson. Well, I am not sure on that one. T thought I was in 
DPA at that time. 

Mr. CASEY. It Was testified here that NSRB preceded DPA I ap 
proval of these loans. 

Mr. Gipson. That is right. 

Mr. Casey. At the time of this meeting, which precedes Secretary 
Sawyer’s approval of the certificate for NPA, the delegate agency, 
DPA had not yet come into existence officially, General Harrison not 
having been confirmed by the Senate, and you not having taken office 
as the Deputy Administrator of DPA. 

Mr. Gipson. That is right. 

Mr. Casey. So you were in the picture at that time as an official 
of NPA? 

Mr. Bonning. But with good prospects for DPA. 

Mr. Harpy. Maybe Mr. Bolling has put his finger on something. 

Is it possible that you have made a statement to them, “As soon as 
as I get over in DPA I will sign it”? 

Mr. Gipson. I did not do it that Way; no. I said I would sign It. 
My signature was the same as Harrison's. If I was NPA, it would be 
signed for Mr. Symington to certify. If we had become DPA, it 
would have been signed for me to certify. 

That is not as confusing, sir, as it sounds. Let me tell you why. At 
that time Mr. Symington was recognizing that we were going to be 
DPA and he was signing them for us and Mr. Harrison, | would say 
to him, “We think this is all right,” and it was that signature that I 


was referring to at that time, over, if we had come into existence, my 


signature as DPA. 
Does that clarify it or leave it more confusing ? 
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Mr. Casey. It leaves this vacancy: Do you construe that your signa 
ture as an official of DPA would have the same effect as your signa 
ture as an official of NPA? 

Mr. Gieson. My signature of DPA would be a certification. My 
signature as NPA would be a recommendation for certification. 

Mr. Casry. In other words, the sole purpose of DPA being in this 
picture at all was to review whatever recommendations were made to it 
by the delegate agency, NPA? 

Mr. Gipson. That ts right. 

Mr. Casry. So that while you were perfectly willing to sign the 
recommendation as an official of NPA, did you not conceive it to be 
a proper function of your office in DPA to have some review made 
of that recommendation / 

Mr. Gipson. In that period, sir, I am afraid that I felt if I was 
willing to sign it and recommend it as NPA, I was also willing to 
sign it and certify it as DPA. 

Mr. Casry. Then Mr. W oodside’s shop was performing a useless 
function in this case. 

Mr. Gipson, Possibly at that time, because I had not become fam- 
iliar with them yet. 

I] mean by that. this: They were someb “ly else’s organization and 
they had never worked for me. 

Mr. Harpy. If you were going to go over and be the deputy head 
of them, they were going to be working for you then / 

Mr. Gipson. That is right. 

Mr. Harpy. You signed it in your function as Deputy Adminis- 
trator of DPA? 

Mr. Gipson. That is right. 

Mr. Harpy. And you ignored all your subordinates in the new 
organization which you were taking over 4 

Mr. Gipson, That is right. 

Mr. Harpy. And you ignored your responsibilities in that organiza 
tion and relied on the responsibilities you had in NPA to execute 
that document. Is that right? 

Mr. Gipson. I do not want to admit a thing like that—wait a 
minute. I do not admit that. I signed it because I thought it was a 
proper thing to put through. 

Mr. Harpy. But you disregarded the functions — 

Mr. Ginson. I disregarded the advices of my own organization. 

Mr. Harpy. And you disregarded the function of your new or 
ganization. Is that correct ¢ 

Mr. Girson. Not necessarily. I have the right. They are advisory ; 
it is my organization. 

Mr. Harpy. I understand that, but otherwise what would be the 
purpose of even having DPA? 

Mr. Gipson. Well, the purpose is definitely to certify, which means 
to check and make certain that everything is all right. 

Mr. Harpy. So then when you went over into DPA it was a part of 
your responsibility to utilize the functions and to exercise the functions 
of that agency, was it not ¢ 
Mr. Gipson, That is right. 

Mr. Harpy. And you elected to ignore those functions / 
Mr. Greson. To that extent I ignored my obligations; yes. 
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Mr. Harpy. And you committed yourself without even carrying 
out any part of the functions that were involved ? 

Mr. Bourne. Mr. Chairman, it is more confusing than that be- 
cause that part of his organization had just been transferred to him 
from National Security Resources Board because that is where Mr. 
Woodside came trom. 

Mr. Harpy. That is right. but he takes over that function of NPA, 
but he disregarded his review function in DPA with the personnel 
that he takes over from NSRB, is that it 4 

Mr. Gipson. That is right. 

Mr. Davurn. Mr. Chairman, I do not know how helpful we have 
been on this time schedule. 

Mr. Harpy. Not very. Anyway. I appreciate vour efforts. 

Mr. Davian. Yes, sir. They have been willing. 

Those are the facts, as ludicrous as they may sound. 

I would like to add one more thing with respect to the meeting 
which was held when Mr. Gibson was in there. I want to add this 
because of earher testimony that the million dollar thing Pot into 
this sometime after some official had signed it. 

When this initial meeting in General Harrison's office was held I 
had started to say this earlier—there were no written papers, certifi 
cate, or recommendation typed up in the Facilities Bureau where 
this work is done. ‘Those who attended Mr. Harper has ack = 
Mr. Linn to the names you already have—Mr. McCoy led off the 
discussion of the nature of the thing. We followed with pa on 
the nature of the product, the location, the nature of the loan, the 
initial application for 100-percent loan. In being prepared to recom- 
mend the loan, we indicated we would not recommend it unless the 
terms and conditions provide for, at that time, S800,000 of private 
capital. It was the consensus of that meeting—Mr. Gibson having 
indicated that there was general approval of going ahead—that we 
should go back to the applicant who had so far indicated no willing- 
ness to put up any money, at least in the application. He was fore- 
warned that there would be such a condition in the loan and to raise 
that to S1 million as a condition to the loan. 

Now, up to that point, Mr. Chairman and Mr. Casey, none of this 
was typed up either as a recommendation or as a certificate. I think 
that clarifies the testimony. 

Mr. Harpy. That might clarify it a little bit with respect to this 
million dollars, but I want to pursue one or two points that you have 
just raised. 

You said there were no written papers in the Facilities Bureau in 
connection with this loan: is that correct ? 

Mr. Davuixn. Now, Mr. Chairman, I said there were, and I have 
earlier said— = 

Mr. Harpy. Do you belong to the Facilities Bureau ? 

Mr. Davin. I certainly do, sir. 

Mr. Harpy. Fine. 

Mr. Davuix. When I speak to the papers that are germane to this 
particular discussion, there would be a memorandum of recommenda- 
tions. and a certificate to “oO with it. 

Mr. Harpy. You had the memorandum of recommendation from 
Mr. McCoy, did you not? 
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Mr. Davurx. The memorandum of recommendation which accom 
panies any of these loans is the recommendation of the Facilities 
Construction Bureau, and 1S prepared in that Bureau. 

Mr. Harpy. Yes: but it is based on documents that come from Mr. 
McCoy’s Bureau: is that right 

Mr. Davin. That is right, sir. 

Mr. Harpy. So in your facilities Bureau you should have had some 
memoranda from Mr. McCoy's section 

Mr. Davin. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Harpy. Did you? 

Mr. Davirn. We had a memorandum given to us by Mr. MeCoy, a 
memorandum from Mr. Friedman to him on the project. 

Mr. Harpy. Do you recall whether there was anybody from the 
[ron and Steel Branch present at that meeting / 

Mr. DAVLIN. Mr. Chairman, I do not believe that there was and | 
want to add something quickly there, that these must have been very 
new faces to Mr. Gibson. 

Mr. Harpy. I explained that and I think we understand that. 

‘ . Mr. Davuin. All right, sir. 

Mr. Me¢ ‘OY. to the best of 1h know ledge, was the only representa- 
tive from the Industry Operations Bureau who was present. 

Now. there may have been one or two others in addition to those 
names, but they were not from the Iron and Steel Division. 

Mr. Harpy. So from a technical standpoint there was nobody there 
to give any advice to that group, is that right 4 

Mr. DAVLIN. There was nobody there. Mr. Chairman, who had a 
knowledge of the iron and steel industry by practical experience in it. 

Mr. Harpy. Now, you say that Mr. McCoy presented his recom 
mendations together with the memorandum prepared by Mr. Fried 
man ¢ 

Mr. DAVLIN. Mr. MeCoy at this meeting verbally indicated his ven 
eral belief that this project should go forward. The memorandum 
from Mr. Friedman to Mr. McCoy, which was made available, was 
available to us- -by Friedman—either before or in preparation of the 
actual memorandum. That particular memorandum you are speaking 
about was not before the meeting about which we are talking. 

Mr. Harpy. Then you did not have anything except this form ? 

Mr. Davin. No; I am referring to the typewritten memorandum, 
not the form. ? 

Mr. Harpy. Well, did you say that was not available to you? 

Mr. Davin. That was not used in the meeting. 

Mr. Harpy. What was used in the meeting? You were not con 
cerned then with anything except the form that carried the comments 
of Mr. MeCoy with respect to a shortage of the goods in question. 
That is all you had before you ? 

Mr. Davirn. Mr. McCoy made his verbal summary of the material 
you find in the memorandum from Mr. Friedman and Mr. MeCoy. 

Mr. Harpy. Were you aware at the time of the adverse recommenda 
tions of Mr. Carson and Mr. Leyda? 

Mr. Davin. I may have been, sir. I am not sure. 

Mr. Harpy. Were you aware of that, Mr. Harper? 

Mr. Harrvrer. I was not. 
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Mr. Harpy. Did you consider that the memorandum of Mr. Fried 
man, When you filed this, or did you ever see it 4 

Mr. Harper. Yes, indeed. 

Mr. Harpy. You say it was subsequent to this meeting / 

Mr. Davin. Iam not sure as to that. We knew its general contents 
and nature and that would carry an economic justification for the 
project. 

Mr. Harpy. Is that branch of NPA which has the responsibility 
for making the recommendation to DPA, did you consider that the 
type of memorandum prepared by Mr. Friedman to support the 
recommendations of Mr. MeCoy was an adequate support of that 
loan ¢ 

Mr. Davin. On the basis of the work that our own Loan Division 
had done, coupled with that: ves. 

Mr. Harpy. Your own Loan Division had done some individual 
work on this? 

Mr. Davin. Yes. 

Mr. Harpy. Do you mean that was discussed by yourself, Mr. 
Bolger, and Mr. Harper at our last session ? 

Mr. Davuirn. I do not know how fully it was discussed and I have 
not had the transcripts. 

Mr. Harpy. Go ahead. 

Mr. Casry. Let me ask you, Mr. Davlin, RFC performs the pre 
liminary investigation in connection with these loans / 

Mr. Davin. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Casey. And the recommendation from RFC did not reach NPA 
until at least January 15 or January 16. I am referring to a letter 
signed by the Secretary of RFC dated January 15 in which the final 
recommendation of RFC is contained. 

Mr. Davin. I believe that is right, sir. 

Mr. Casry. Now, at that time, the application was for a loan of 
$6,985,000; is that so? 

Mr. Daviin. What was the figure, sir? 

Mr. Casry. $6,985,000, 

Mr. Davuirn. If that is the amended figure of the loan, Mr. Harper 
would be familiar with it. 

Mr. Harper. That was their second report. 

Mr. Casey. This is their final report, is it not ? 

Mr. Harrer. It is; yes, sir. 

Mr. Casry. So their recommendation at that time was that that 
loan and in that amount be turned down 4 

Mr. Harver. That is correct. 

Mr. Casrty. Now, somewhere between January 15 and January 19 
you not only had the applicant come up with this proposition of the 
$800,000, you had to increase it to $1,000,009, and you had the whole 
recommendation drawn up, signed and approved by the Secretary 
of Commerce, is that so? 

Mr. Harper. That same RFC report, I believe, says they feel they 
will be $2,000,000 short at that figure, $6,875,000. 

Mr. Casrty. So you increased the Government part of that loan 
to ST7.800.000 ¢ 

Mr. Harper. They increased that to $7,800,000, and started in at 
$800,000, and after this meeting in General Harrison's office it was 
increased to $1,000,000 as their participation. 
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Mr. Casry. This meeting that vou had with Mr. Gibson and Mr. 
Harrison could not have taken place prior to January 15, could it 4 

Mr. Harper. No, sir. 

Mr. Casey. And it could not have taken place after January 19? 

(No response. ) 

Mr. Casry. By that time you had the recommendation all drawn 
up and Mr. Sawyer’s approval 4 

Mr. Harper. It might have taken place prior to the 15th. IT am 
not sure about that. 

Mr. Casey. Do you think it might have taken place prior to the re 
ceipt of final recommendation from RFC ¢ 

Mr. Harrer. It could have. 

Mr. Davin. We would have no knowledge that RFC was going to 
make a final recommendation. 

Mr. Casry. Why not / 

Mr. Davin. We had this initial recommendation. 

Mr. Casey. Does the law not require their filing it?’ What was the 
date of the initial recommendation, do vou know / 

Mr. Harrer. December 19. That is at Philadelphia. 

Mr. Casey. At any rate, do I understand Mr. McCoy expressed 
himself orally at this meeting, based upon this memoranda of Mr. 
Friedman, that his support for the recommendation is contained in 
this memorandum for Mr. Friedman / 

Mr. Harrer. He summarized it in the contents of that. 

Mr. Casry. Did he reeommend this loan be granted / 

Mr. Harrer. He expressed himself generally in favor of this loan, 
sir. 

Mr. Casry. I am asking you a specific question. Did he refer to 
this memorandum from Mr. Friedman as support for his recommenda 
tion that this loan be granted ¢ 

Mr. Harvrer. I do not recall specifically, Mr. Casey, whether he did 
or not, but I do recall that the substance of his presentation covered 
the material which is in Mr. Friedman’s memorandum. 

Mr. Casey. Is there anything in this memorandum of Mr. Fried 
man’s which dwells on the performance record of the applicant ¢ 

Mr. Harrver. No, sir. 

Mr. Casey. The feasibility of the project / 

Mr. Harrver. No, sir. 

Mr. Casry. Is there anything at all with respect to the particular 
circumstances surrounding the Hazleton proposition 4 

Mr. Harrer. No, sir. 

Mr. Casey. Is it not completely and solely a description of the 
shortage of steel tubing products? 

Mr. Harper. It is, sir. 

Mr. Casry. In other words, there is nothing in this memorandum 
that would support a recommendation for a loan for any particular 
corporation or company / 

Mr. Harrrer. Not with respect to the points you mentioned. 

Mr. Harpy. Did you conform to the regulations or requirements 
of the regulations with respect to submitting favorable recommenda- 
tions on these loans when you submitted this one? 

Mr. Harper. In our judgment we did, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Harpy. Do you consider then that you have complied with the 
sections of the regulations with respect to examining the application, 
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that you are not required to examine the application to determine the 
feasibility of a loan ¢ 

Mr. Harrer. Surely. 

Mr. Harpy. You considered that you had adequately discharged 
your respons ibility t to determine that this loan was fe: asib le, bas ed on 
Mr. MeCoy’s oral testimony, plus the memorandum of Mr. Friedman ‘ 

Mr. Harver. No, sir: I said that on the basis of that which was 
absolutely essential for such a loan. Without that, no such loan could 
be made. 

In addition. sir, to that, the work which our own Loan Division did 
On the loan. coupled toget her—t hose two things—in is judgment 
were in conformity with the requirements for making the loans. 

Mr. Casry. Before we get to the work that your Loan Division did, 
J am going to refer vou to some testimony that you gave before this 
subeommittee on Mar h 20. 1951. On page 206 ] read from the bottom 
of that page: 

That application was filed with us and in the regular procedure, as_ in 
all these cases, a copy was sent to the Industry Operations Bureau upon which 
Mr. Creedon’s Bureau depends for technical comments, determination of ca 
pacity and supply shortages and on the base of that report of that Bureau the 
necessity certificate was approved 
Do you want to change that testimony ? 

Mr. Harper. Mr. Cas sey, you hi ive called my attention to this state- 
ment this morning and indicated you would offer an opportunity 
for me to review this. 

I would say that the phrase or sentence “and on the basis of the 
report - that Bureau, the necessity certificate was approved,” that 
I meant by that the ty pe of conference work which was done over the 
whole group ot necessity certificate app ylications. you see. 

The material carried in the analysis behind the Jones & Laughlin 
applications, which is the basic economic justification for all of them, 
you see, and I would amend or elucidate that point in those terms. 

Now, subsequently, as we know, there was the report on the loan 
and the report on the necessity certificate which are neither here nor 
there in terms of that particular statement. 

Mr. Harpy. Certainly they do not support that statement: do 
they / 

Mr. Harper. They do not, 

In the confusion of my mind before the committee the other day, 
I have used a phrase which is certainly not in accordance with the 
documents before you. That was unintentional and done in no way 
to obscure the facts. 

Mr. Casey. On page 212. when we referred to that report further, 
you submitted a copy of the report to us, signed by Mr. Me¢ ‘oy—and, 
in fact, the report was read into the record at page 213—as the basis 
for issuance of the Sg peeapenig necessity. 

Mr. Harrer. All I can say, Mr. Casey, in response to that, is that 
that report represented the basis of Mr. Mc ‘Coy’s initial favorable 
opinion of this, along with the other steel cases which were presented. 


Mr. Casey. Now, let us get to the work that your Loan Division did 
on this Hazleton loan. 
Are you prepared to testify on that, « uw Mr. Harper? 


Mr. Harper. I think it would have to be between us, sir. 
Mr. Casey. Tell us when that work began and of what it consisted. 
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Mr. Davin. Well, the first work on it—— 

Mr. Casry. Let us sO back a little bit. 

Mr. Davutn. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Casey. When did you first meet Mr. Dowd ¢ 

Mr. Davuin. In the summer of 1950. 

Mr. Casry. Was that in connection with some application for 
loans / 

Mr. Davuin. No, sir. 

Mr. Casry. Do you want to describe it, the circumstances under 
which you met, Mr. Davlin? 

Mr. Davin. Yes, sir. 

Let me start a little earlier. From the summer of 1949, Federal 
agencies, at the direction of the President, were directed, under ex 
isting appropriations and authorizations, to extend whatever assist- 
ance Was necessary to absorb unemployment In various places over 
the Nation. 

One of the things Congress did over the Nation was to conduct in 
these centers, as determined by the Department of Labor, plant ana 
product surveys, determine what plants there were and what prod- 
ucts they could make and to compile that material and make it avail- 
able to all Federal agencles engaged in the procurement. 

I believe that meeting, or in a meeting held at Wilkes-Barre, or 
Hazleton, Mr. Dowd participated. 

Mr. Harpy. Mr. Gibson, I do not believe we will need you any 
longer, if you want to be excused. 

Mr. Grsson. Thank you very much, sir. 

Mr. Harpy. Thank you. 

Mr. DAVLIN. | believe he participated, and I believe he became 
known to at least some in the Department of Commerce at that time: 
not to me, however. 

Mr. Casey. Let us shorten it up a little bit. I just want to know 
the circumstances under which you met Mr. Dowd. 

Mr. Davuin. Yes, sir. 

In the spring of 1950. this program continuing IT was named co 
chairman of a committee between the Departme nt of Commerce and 
the Department of Labor to receive appeals for assistance In con- 
nection with unemployment from these various pla es over the coun- 
try. They came to us with a number of problems. We compiled also 
reports from Federal agencies on their activities in these areas; in 
public works, in loans, and in procurement. 

In the early summer of 1950 I received a call from Congressman 
Flood’s oftice asking me to see Mr. Dowd. and he came to see me. Ile 
was interested and had been interested in developing business for the 
Vulean Iron Works at Wilkes-Barre, Pa. 

He was specifically interested in the development, as I recall it, of 
business in the production of sugar-refining equipment and cement- 
producing equipment for shipment abroad. It was in that connection 
when he came to the Department that I first met him. 

Mr. Harpy. He was not concerned with this particular thing at 
that time? 

Mr. Davin. He had no knowledge of it at all. 

Mr. Casry. Was he an official of Vulean Iron at that time? 

Mr. Davin. Iam not sure, sir. At some point or other, he resigned. 
His initial interest, I know, had been in procurement activity which 
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would result in business for the Vulean Iron Works. I believe sub 
st quently he left that concern, and it is my belief or recollection that 
he was thereafter interested in developing foreign purchase business 
forms. 

Mr. Harpy. Did you subsequently see Mr. Dowd frequently ¢ 

Mr. Daviin. Mr. Dowd came to town certainly three or four times 
during the summer and following the passage of the National Defense 
Production Act. 

Mr. Casey. Did you see him on each occasion when he came to town 4 

Mr. Davuryn. I do not recall, and I do not recall the number of times 
IT have seen him. I would say three or four times. 

Mr. Harpy. Always to your office / 

Mr. Davuin. No, sir: I had lunch with him. 

Following the passage of the National Defense Production Act, 
following the Korean incident, he mentioned to me that he had formu- 
lated a project for the production of seamless steel tubing and that 
he would want to develop that project under section 302 of the act. 
At that time we had no knowledge who would administer section 302, 
or any other section of the act. 

After the passage of the act, he visited the Department, although 
I did not know about it. with Mr. Flood, and I believe he saw Secre- 
tary Sawyer and possibly also Mr. McCoy, and make known to them 
that he would be submitting the proposal which finally was submitted. 

Mr. Casry. In other words, your association with Mr. Dowd was 
in connection with your function of helping distressed areas in the 
Department of Commerce, prior to the Defense Production Act? Is 
that so or is it not so/ 

Mr. Davurn. That is so. and it is not quite the full story, I certainly 
welcome an opportunity to lay the full story here. and I would like 
to elaborate at that point. It was that, to be sure, giving assistance to 
areas of economic distress in connection with the program the Presi 
dent launched for that. 

In addition to that, I was head of a division in the Office of Do 
mestic Commerce, headed by Mr. McCoy, which was called the Area 
Development Division, the function of which had no specific reference 
to areas of distress, but to all areas and parts of the country desirous 
of further industrializing—all cities and communities—and I might 
add that naturally it is those outlying areas of the country, the smaller 
towns in the middle section of the country, that are interested. 

Mr. Harpy. Let me see if I can abbreviate this a little bit. I want 
to give you a full opportunity to testify, but I would like to shorten 
it if possible. 

In other words, is it correct to say that your entire association with 
Mr. Dowd was in the line of your official duties at the Department ? 

Mr. Davin. It certainly was, sir. 

Mr. Harpy. You had no other associations with him / 

Mr. Davin. No other associations of any kind. 

Let me add just a sentence or two, in order to get the whole pic- 
ture. 

It was the responsibility of the Division which IT headed to make 
available the statistical and the economic data of the Department of 
Commerce, the technical knowledge of the Department, to chambers 
of commerce of cities all over the Nation, to development agencies 
of State governments. This Division was created at the request of 
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official departments of State governments. We had an intense, direct, 
positive, aggressive desire to assist communities and areas and rail- 
roads and utilities in industrial areas. 

Mr. Harpy. The committee appreciates that. 

Mr. Casry. In other words, there was no mention made of this pro- 
posal to erect a steel plant at Hazleton until after the passage of the 
Defense Production Act 4 

Mr. Davin. No, sir. 

Mr. Casey. And any association you had with Mr. Dowd prior to 
that time was In connection with either Vulean Iron Works or some 
foreign-purchase work that he was doing ¢ 

Mr. Davin. That is true, sir. 

Mr. Casey. Did he indicate to you what progress he had made when 
he first mentioned this Hazleton Steel plant toward getting the thing 
going ¢ 

Mr. Davin. He indicated, Mr. Casey. that he had presented to 
Vulean Iron Works, in the years subsequent to the end of the war, 
a number of types of new production. As I recall it—and I am de- 
pending upon my memory from a long time back—he mentioned he 
had attempted to convince the management of Vulcan Iron Works, of 
which he was no longer in control, to enter into the production, I be- 
lieve, of cement-mill equipment; that that had been turned down by 
the management. 

As I recall it. when he-mentioned this particular seamless-steel-tube 
mill to me after the passage of the National Defense Production Act, 
he mentioned that this was a project upon which he had done a great 
deal of work and had attempted to sell to the Vulean Iron Works 
and which had been rejected, and that it was now his desire to pro 
ceed with it on his own, and with his associates. 

Mr. Casry. Now, Mr. Davlin, you are aware, I suppose, by this 
time that the only people in this entire picture of the Hazleton loan 
who have made favorable recommendations with respect to it are 
yourself and Mr. Harper, Mr. Bolger, and Mr. MeCoy ‘ 

Mr. Davutn. Yes; I am. 

Mr. Casey. That there is a much more imposing array of talent on 
the other side / 

Mr. Davin. IL am aware of that. 

Mr. Casey. Both from the standpoint of financial and technical 
knowledge: is that not so 

Mr. Davin. Yes; I will say that that is so. I will not say, Mr. 
Casey, that those who favored going ahead with this project «did so 
blindly or necessarily violated any—at least a minimum—concept of 
good judgment in taking a course different from the course recom 
mended by those you mentioned. 

On the side of finance, I believe that Mr. Harper’s experience and 
judgment, and perhaps to a lesser extent Mr. Bolger’s, can compete 
with—on the finance side—the views of those who were opposed. 

On the technical side, the principal objections raised were cleared 
up in the loan as it was certified. 

The fact that the Iron and Steel Division of the NPA, under Mr. 
McCoy, took a dim view of this project is not, to me, with no obvious 
experience in steel making or in finance, completely compelling. 

Mr. Friedman here has made an analysis of all or almost all of 
the reports of that Division on necessity certificates and loans. 
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Now, he has had no steel-making experience, nor no finance exper!- 
ence, but his analysis shows that those reports left something to be 
desired. 

Mr. Casey. What did he show that left ? 

Mr. Davin. Mr. Friedman can speak for himself. 

Mr. Harpy. You are referring to his memorandum / 

Mr. Davin. No, sir. I am speaking of reports in general from 
the Iron and Steel Division on such loans. 

Mr. Casry. Let us go back a little on this, Mr. Davlin, before this 
vets out of hand again. 

Mr. Davir~. May we just round out that point and leave it? It 
will not be out of hand there. 

Mr. Harpy. It gets out of hand quite often. 

Mr. Davirn. I think this is very material. 

Mr. Harpy. I disagree with you on a lot of things that you claim 
to be material to this particular subject. 

Mr. Davin. I do not mean to be impertinent. 

Mr. Botirne. Are you implying that the Tron and Steel Division 
was interested in keeping a low capacity ? 

Mr. Davin. No; 1 am not implying that. 

Mr. Chairman, may I continue with this ¢ 

Mr. Harpy. Which track are you going on now? 

Mr. Davin. Lam not going on any track. Lam merely completing 

L point with respect to the re ports of the Iren and Steel Division in 
this situation. 

Mr. Harpy. Go ahead. I do not like to cut vou off, but I do not 
want to get the record filled up with inconsequential material. 

Mr. Daviry. I would not prolong this if I did not think it would 
be pertinent. 

Mr. Friedman’s analysis shows that the reports which he received, 
r Mr. Me¢ ‘OV received from that Division, recommended 100 percent 
certification in all cases. 

Mr. Casey. I am afraid you are getting off the point right there. 
We are ve tting into no cases but the Hazleton case. We want to know 
nothing about what has been going on down there between Mr. Fried- 
man and Mr. MeCoy, but I do want to go back in one thing that you 
have started here. You feel that Mr. Harper’s background and expe 
rience places him on a somewhat, at least, competitive basis with the 
experience of the financial people in DPA who have testified here 
adversely to this loan. 

On reading over this tr: anscript of testimony that was taken March 
20, I find a gap in Mr. Harper’s background between the time that he 
had the farm down in Charlottesville and the time he was in the War 
Production Board in 1943. I wish Mr. Harper would fill us in on that 
period. 

Mr. Harper. From the time I had the farm in Charlottesville ? 

Mr. Casey. And the time you worked for the War Production 
Board in 1943. 

Mr. Harrver. I got the farm in June of 1941. We started the house 
and moved in on October 15, 1941. 

Mr. Casey. Let us get from the War Production Board on. 

Mr. Harper. I thought you said the period between the farm and 
the War Production Board. 
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Mr. Casey. What period were you with the Wa Production Board ¢ 
Mr. Harper. 1943; from January 1943 to October 1945. 
Mr. Casrty. A period of 9 or 10 months. 
Now, where did you go from there ? 
Mr. Harper. I went to Tube-Turns, Ine. 
Mr. Casrty. Where is that ? 
Mr. Harprer. Louisville, Ky. I represented Tube-Turns in Louis- 
ville, Ky., in Washington. 
Mr. Casey. What was vour salary with the War Production Board ¢ 
Mr. Harper. I think something like $4,800 or something like that. 
Mr. Casey. What was your starting salary with Tube-Turns / 
Mr. Harper. 89.000. 
Mr. Casry. What, exactly, does Tube-Turns do? 
Mr. Harrer. They make welding settings. 
Mr. Casey. It isa corporation located in Kentucky i 
’ Mr. Harper. Yes, sir, Louisville, Ky. 
Mr. Casey. What was your job with Tube-Turns / 
Mr. Harrver. I represented them in Washington. 


. Mr. Casey. In what capacity ¢ 
Mr. Harrver. Getting allocation and applications in for them, proc 
essing priorities, and getting allocation of steel. I was a service 


station with them. 

Mr. Harpy. You were a service station with the War Production 
Board, which you recently left? 

Mr. Harver. No, sir, it had nothing to do with niy being with Tube- 
Turns. 

Mr. Casrty. How long were you with Tube-Turns? 

Mr. Harper. I finished a full-time assignment, I believe, in Janu- 
ary 1948. 

Mr. Casry. How long was your salary at $9,000, starting in 1943? 

Mr. Harrer. Until 1945, I believe. 

Mr. Casry. What was your salary then? 

Mr. Harper. $10,000 plus expenses. 

Mr. Casey. What was your final salary ? 

Mr. Harper. Plus expenses. 

Mr. Casey. Did you have an expense account the whole time you 
represented Tube-Turns here in Washington ? 

Mr. Harper. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Casey. Can you give the committee some idea of how much 
that expense account would run per month ? 

Mr. Harper. It varied. I ran from $1,500, $2,000, $2,400 a month, 


. but that included an apartment at the Mayflower which was main 

: tained at all times, at $600 a month. It included an office which we 
; had in the Defense Building for the secretary. The salaries were paid 
‘ from Louisville. All other expenses were paid from here. 
, They had men coming up here all the time, technicians and officers 
‘ of the company, and that was what we used the suite for. As you 
remember, hotel rooms were almost impossible to get. 
: Mr. Casey. Was it used for entertainment of officials here in Wash- 
; ington ? 
Mr. Harper. Not officials; no, sir. 

Mr. Casey. Not Government officials? 

Mr. Harper. No, sir. 
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Mr. Casey. Did you represent Tube-Turns in conection with the 
securing of contracts ? 

Mr. Harrer. No, sit 

Mr. Casry. They already had the contracts ? 

Mr. Harrer. They had the contracts. 

Mr. Casey. Did they acquire any new contracts during the time 
that you were a representative for them here? 

Mr. Harrver. Not from Government. 

Mr. Casey. Not from Government ? 

Mr. Harrer. They might have had something from the Navy, but 
I had nothing to do with that. 

Mr. Casey. What was your final salary with Tube-Turns? 

Mr. Harper. $10,000. 

Mr. Casry. $10,000 4 

Mr. Harrer. Yes, sir; plus a bonus. 

Mr. Casry. How much was the bonus? 

Mr. Harrer. Always 10 percent of the salary. 

Mr. Casey. Did you ever represent to anyone that you receives 
$15,000 a year with Tube-Turns ? 

Mr. Harver. I think I have. 

Mr. Casey. What was the purpose of that ¢ 

(No response. ) 

Mr. Casry. Did you put on your form 57, in applying for Govern 
ment employment, that you had a final salary of $15,000 a year? 

Mr. Harrer. I do not remember what I put on it. 

Mr. Casey. During this time you were Washington representative 
for Tube-Turns, you had an expense account running between $1,500 
and $2,000 a month. 

Mr. Harper. That is correct. 

Mr. Casry. That was over a period of some 5 vears or 6 years ? 

Mr. Harrer. That is right. 

Mr. Casey. After you left Tube-Turns in 1948, what did you do 
then? 

Mr. Harrer. | still represented them on a retainer basis. We 
had two or three contracts that were still terminating and I was doing 
some work on that, but on a retainer basis. They paid me $150 a 
month and $50 a day when they used me. 

Mr. Casry. Do you feel that experience with Tube-Turns qualified 
you in any respect to override the judgment of these financial people 
that passed on the Hazleton loan / 

Mr. Harper. I do not believe I overrode their judgment. 

Mr. Casey. You approved the loan? 

Mr. Harrvrer. That is right. 

Mr. Casry. You were cognizant of the fact that RFC disapproved 
the loans ? 

Mr. Harper. They have disapproved all loans that come to us. 

Mr. Casry. Do they not recommend in some cases that they will 
participate ¢ 

Mr. Harrer. They have in a few cases, but very few. 

Mr. Casry. Do they not make a favorable recommendation as to 
the possibilities of success of a particular loan in the event that they 
cannot take the loan themselves under section 4 (a) of the statute ? 

Mr. Harper. No, sir, they have a different law ie which they are 
operating. 
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Mr. Casey. I appreciate that, but you do not mean to imply that 
RFC makes the kind of recommendation the *y made in this case on 
every application that comes to you? 

Mr. Harper. No, sir. 

Mr. Casey. In other words, if they cannot take the loan under their 
own authority, of section + (a) of the RFC Act, they might very well 
give you a favorable recommendation with respect to the performance 
record of the applicant, the credit possibilities and the feasibility of 
the loan in general ¢ 

Mr. Harper. I think in all cases the covering letter states that they 
cannot make the loan under section + (a). However, if we deem it 
necessary to be made in the interests of defense, they make the follow- 
ing recommendation, and then they go on. 

Mr. Casry. They participate to a considerable extent in some of the 
loans that you people make, do they not ? 

Mr. Harper. I think they participated in two. 

Mr. Casey. What two? 

Mr. Harrer. Lone Star and Green River. 

Mr. Casey. Those are the only two? 

Mr. Harper. Those are the only two I remember offhand. 

Mr. Casry. And they partic ipated to a considerable extent in the 
Lone Star case, did they not? 

Mr. Harper. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Casry. Now, Mr. Davlin, I have some other testimony here that 
I would like to direct your attention to fer the purpose of having 
vou clarify the record on it. It has been testified here this morning 
th: at these certificates of nec essity for the Hazleton case, and 47 others, 
were granted en masse on or about December 9, 1950: that at that time 
the consideration of the circumstances attending particular applica- 
tions was more or less limited to a review of the application without 
any substantial check of any verification of the facts or circumstances 
contained in each ap plic ation. 

Mr. Davin. That is correct, 

Mr. Casey. I direct your attention to page 210 of the testimony 
taken on March 20 and ask you whether or not the testimony there is 
in any Way Inconsistent with your understanding of what transpired at 
the time this certificate of nec essity was granted to Hazleton. Particu 
larly, I direct your attention to the question by the chairman of this 
committee: 

In connection with the granting of the certificate, was consideration given to 
the capabilities of the individuals who were sponsoring the proposal? 

Your answer: 


Yes, sir. 

Mr. Harpy. And their backgrounds and their experience in the manufacture of 
steel tubing was considered sufficient to justify approval of the loan? 

Mr. DaAvIn. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Harpy. And approval of the certificate? 

Mr. DAviin. Yes, sir. 

Mr, CAsEY. What was the date of the certificate of necessity? 

Mr. Daviin. The date of the issuance of the certificate of necessity was 
December 9. 


Mr. Harpy. Do you find that testimony consistent with the state- 
ment you just made together with the testimony given this committee 
this morning? 








246 CERTIFICATES OF NECESSITY AND DEFENSE LOANS 


Mr. Davin. Mr. Hardy, with the reservation that we had before us 
only what was in the application, and that we were acting upon that, 
I would say that the general substance of this—I would not, in the 
light of the subsequent developments, want to say that what we had 
before us was adequate to act upon a loan. I would say that acting as 
ve did in all cases on what we had before us and what we knew of the 
people, we had as much basis with respect to the management to go on 
in this case as we did in—— 

Mr. Harpy. Mr. Davlin, you are begging the question and I do not 
want to leave any impression that I think you deliberately misled the 
committee before, but you certainly did mislead us. 

Now, my question to you on March 20 was whether or not considera 
tion was given to the capabilities of the individuals who sponsored 
this proposal, and you had before you then the application—I believe 
that you had before you also the RFC report. 

Mr. Davin. No, sir. 

Mr. Harpy. You did not have the RFC report / 

Mr. Davirx. No. You see, the RFC report would not come for 2 
months later or a month and a half later. 

Mr. Harpy. Ve ry well; we will accept that. But you had before 
you the application and the only consideration then that you could 
have given to the capabilities of these individuals was what they said 
about themselves on their application; is that right / 

Mr. Daviin. And in the brochure which accompanied it, surely. 

Mr. Harpy. And as to their background and experience in the man 
ufacture of the steel tubing, I asked you whether that was considered 
sufficient to justify approval and you said “Yes.” 

Mr. Daviry. I am sorry, sir. That was misleading. I can only 
plead that in the excitement and confusion—it was the first time I 
was ever before a committee—and I would not now say what I did 
then. 

Mr. Harpy. That is all. 

Mr. Casey. At page 221, Mr. Davlin, this question was asked you 
by the chairman: 

With whom did you confer, other than your own organization, in connection 
with the wisdom of granting a certificate of necessity‘? 

Mr. DAVLIN, With no one except our own organization 

Mr. HArpy. You said you had conferences with nobody outside of your own 
organization in connection with the granting of a certificate of necessity? 

Mr. Davin. No, sir. 

Now, vou did not mean to imply by that testimony that you never 
discussed this with Mr. Dowd, did you? 

Mr. Davirx. Why, I certainly did not. 

I believe at some point there were questions with respect to our 
contacts with outside people and I certainly would not say and did not 
mean by that to say that we had not talked to Mr. Dowd. We talked 
with many, many other applicants, and especially before the applica 
tion forms and the regulations were available. 

Mr. Harpy. I think it is to be expected that you would discuss it 
with the applicant. 

Mr. Davuin. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Harpy. I just thought we should have it clear. 

Mr. Davurn. But it was the applicant. 

Mr. Casry. Did you discuss this with Mr. Carson and Mr. Leyda 
at any time? 











CERTIFICATES OF NECESSITY AND DEFENSE LOANS 247 


Mr. Davin. Not to my knowledge. 

The only person with whom I ever discussed this in the Iron ancl 
Steel Division was Mr. Frank McCune, who was head of the Iron 
and Steel Division of the Office of Domestic Commerce which became 
the Industry Operations Bureau of NPA. 

In the period when we were flooded with manufacturers coming 
into the department wanting to know about what our requirements 
were, what were the Terns, | Was on the recelving el al of that group 
of visitors, and they were considerable. 

I took Mr. Dowd and I believe his associates, and I believe on two 
occasions in this period before or when we were getting many long 
letters from people ho applications forms were available—I took 
these people to see Mr. Me(‘une. 

Mr. Harpy. Did you ever take them to see Secretary Sawyer 


Mr. Davin. I did not take them to see Secretary Sawyer. They 
asked for an appointment with Secretary Sawyer at the time the 
loan was to be certified. I do not know whether it is proper to say 
1 took them there,sir. Twas there with them. 


Mr. Harpy. Did anybody in Secretary Sawyer’s office ever discuss 
either the loan or certificate of necessity with you 4 

Mr. Davin. Not in any detailed terms before the loan was about 
to be consummated or certified. 

Mr. Harpy. At any time prior to the actual consummation did any 
body in the Secretary's office discuss it with you at all, whether it was 
in det: iil or otherwise / 

Mr. Davirn. The best of my recollection, Mr. Hardy, is that I dis 
cussed this and other loan app ications with Secret: ry Sawyer—at no 
time before I took to him the Lone Star certificate to be signed. 

Mr. Harpy. Was this note discussed at the time ? 

Mr. Davin. Yes. 

Mr. Harpy. In what respect Was it discussed ? 

Mr. Davin. That it had been filed and that it was under study and 
that it appeare rd that it might be a reasonab ly sound proje Ct. 

Mr. Harpy. Did you initiate the discussion or did the Secretary / 

Mr. Davirn. I do not recall, sir. 

Mr. Harpy. Were you familiar with the recommend: itlons of Mr. 
Leyda and Mr. Carson from the Iron and Steel Division with respect 
to this certificate and loan ? 

Mr. Davirn. Not in any detail. I believe I read the recommenda 
tion only, or Mr. I eyda’s memorandum, only within the last couple 
of weeks. At the time that the loan was made, I did know, though 
I had not read, that there was an adverse memorandum on this from 
Mr. Leyda. 

Mr. Harpy. Do you recall Mr. MeCoy’s testimony about that this 
morning ¢ 

Mr. Davin. I do not, 

Mr. Harpy. You were not here this morning. 

I think Mr. MeCoy testified to the effect that these documents were 
not transmitted along with his favorable recommendation because 
they were discussed and available to the people in your section or 
branch, whatever it is. and that you were fully familiar with it. 

Mr. Davurn. Mr. Chairman, they undoubtedly were. I only said 
that I did not, until very recently, read the memoranda which Mr. 
Levda wrote. 
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Mr. Harpy. Since you had a favorable recommendation from Mr. 
McCoy, you were not concerned with what his subordinates did, is that 


right ¢ 
Mr. Davurn. I knew. sir, that he had an adverse recommendation 
from his subordinates which he was not forwarding to us. 


Mr. Casey. Then I refer you to page 213 of the testimony of March 
2). Mr. Hardy read from Mr. McCoy’s recommendation and after 
quoting that small paragraph in that report of January 26, he asked: 

Is that the only recommendation that you had from technical people upon 
which you based the issuance of a certificate? 

Mr. Davurx. We would assume that behind such a conclusion was the proper 
AnALVSIS 

Mr. Harpy. That is purely an assumption and you do not personally know 
whether that exists or not 

Mr. Casky. When vou say “proper analysis,” do you mean proper analysis 
of the proposed construction by this particular applicant ? 

Mr. Davirin. We would assume so 

Mr. Casey. Isn't it a fact that at the time this certificate of necessity was 
issued it had been proposed by the applicant to buy up some second-hand plants 
that later turned out to be completely unworkable as a unit’ 

Do you wish to correct the impression that leaves that the only recom 
mendation furnished by the technical people in NPA was the report 
vou received from Mr. McC oy ¢ 

Mr. Davirx. No; I do not want to leave that impression. I said I 
knew there was an adverse report. 

Mr. Casey. You did not mention an adverse report at March 20. 
Mr. Hardy asked you if that was the only recomme ndation you had 
from the technical people and you said “Yes. 

Mr. Davin. That was the only recommendation we had from 
Mr. McCoy, sit 

Mr. Harpy. Of course, technically he is correct, but he certainly 
did not help us a whole lot. 

Mr. Davurn. I am very sorry, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Harpy. Are there any questions by members of the committee / 

Mr. Lanrarr. I have a question. 

Mr. Harpy. Mr. Lantaff. 

Mr. Lanrarr. Mr. Davlin, apparently the only recommendations 
which you had before you in connection with this loan were, one being 
a short summary from Mr. McCoy that there was a shortage of steel 
In the country, and a rather detailed recommendation against this, 
and also a rather detailed recommendation from the REC recom 
mending against it from a financial standpoint, so that both finan 
cially and technically it was an unsound loan. 

Now. who were the proponents of this loan? Who were the actual 
people who said, “Notwithstanding the fact that it is technically un- 
sound financially, we are still going to make the loan”? Who made 
that determination / 

Mr. Davin. Mr. Lantaff, we did not have before us the technical 
report. 

Mr. Lanrarr. You knew it was there though, did you not ? 

Mr. Davin. Yes: I believe we knew it was there. 

Mer. Lanrarr. You did not think it was your duty to get it and 
examine it from a technical standpoint before loaning out S88 million 
of the Government's money ¢ 
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Mr. Davin. The only answer I can make to that, sir, is that Mr. 
McCoy had misgivings about not this particular technical report, but 
a great many others which were never forwarded to us. 

Mr. Lantarr. If everybody had misgivings about this, who were 
the ones who overcame the recommendations of everybody else who 
had anything to do with study ing it / 

Were you the one who actually pushed this thing through 

Mr. Davurn. No sir; 1 would not say that at all, sir. 

Mr. LANTAFF. Somebody had to be pushing it. With all of the 
technical branches recommending against it, unless somebody was 
pushing it, it would not go through. Who in the NPA was pushing 
this loan to get it through ¢ 

Mr. Davurx. Our Bureau had before it a proposal which, revised 
as it was in the course of negotiations on it, it seemed to be meritorious 
and worthy. Insofar as any loans section 302 

Mr. Lantarr. You say, “Our Bureau.” Do you mean you é 

fr. Davirn. I mean Mr. Harper, Mr. Bolger. 

Mr. Lantarr. Are you the one who was actually the driving force 
behind putting this thing over ¢ 

Mr. Davin. I will not say that I was, sir. 

Mr. Lantrarr. Well, who was’ There had to be somebody. Every- 
bod) who has been up here today just about says, “No, we were against 
it. but some body from the NP A took the time to person: ally go to the 
Secret: uy of Commerce with it. took the time to person: ally <¢ ‘all the 
meeting at General Harrison’s office, took the time to person: ally carry 
this over for Mr. Gibson to sign, and that is the best service I ever 
heard of in the Government. 

Mr. Rrenuman. I think the testimony which Mr. Gibson gave this 
afternoon will clearly show that Mr. Davlin and Mr. Bolger were the 
men who recommended and he accepted their recommendations 
against his own subordinates’ recommendations. 

Mr. Lanvarr. Was Mr. Davlin the one who actually inspired this? 

Mr. Davin. I would not say that I was, sir. I would say that 
here was a proposal under section 302, in an industry where it was 
our understanding that there was a clear desire on the part of the 
Department of Commerce to permit new and independent and small 
companies to come into the field. 

Mr. Lanrarr. To get steel / 

Mr. Davin. In response to the National Defense Production Act. 

Mr. Lantrarr. From your standpoint, that was the major and con 
trolling criteria / 

Mr. Davin. That was, sir. 

Mr. Lanvrarr. And you paid no attention to these other criteria 
which had been established ? 

Mr. Davin. Well, they are an array of criteria. I am sorry, I 
just said that that was the major and certainly a very important one. 

Mr. Lanvarr. Who called this meeting in General Harrison’s office ? 

Mr. Davin. I do not know. That was normal procedure when the 
Bureau was prepared to act on a loan application which had been 
hanging fire for a very long time. 

Mr. Botting. How se 

Mr. Davurn. Well, it was filed—it was the first loan application 
filed—November 22, am 
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Mir. Lanrarr. That was the date the application was filed / 

Mir. Davirn. That is right. 

Mr. LANTAFF. Let me ask you one other question. 

At the time you knew that when vou transmitted this loan over it 
Vas going to some people in Mr. Gribson’s shop to review from the 
tandpoint of approving or disapproving, is that right ¢ 

Mr. Davin. Yes, sir. 

Mr. LANTAFF. Did you discuss this loan at any time with any ot 
them or did you call them into this meet Ing é 

Mr. Davirn. That was an internal NPA meeting. It was not up 
to us to call them. This was NPA reviewing a loan proposal for 
approval in the Office of the National Production Administrator, for 
forwarding to Secretary Sawyer. 

Mr. Lanvarr. At that meeting where Mir. Gibson was not too fa 
miliar with all the details, was it brought to Mr. Gibson’s attention 
that the technical people had recommended against this? 

Mr. Davin. I do not recall whether Mr. McCoy mentioned that 
he had an adverse report from the Iron and Steel Division or not. 

Mr. Lanrarr. Was it brought to Mr. Gibson’s attention that not 
only was there an adverse report from the Tron and Steel Division, 
but also one from the RFC / 

Mr. Davin. That was brought up, and the fact that in our jude 
ment we had met the major object ions of the RFC to the loan for ow 
OW) purposes. 

Mr. Lanrarr. If you had this report in detail from the Tren and 
Steel people, and had that know ledge before you at the time this loan 
was approved, would you have nevertheless approved the loan / 

Mr. Davuirn. Yes. 

Mr. Casey. Mr. Harper, | would like to ask you one question. Did 
you ever express vourself on this loan to anyone in the Defense Pro 

duction Administration that this was a “must” loan / 

Mr. Harver. I do not think I used that term. 

Mr. Casey. Tell me what term you did use. 

Mr. Harrrer. I had a discussion with Mr. Craven and told him it 
was a highly important loan to the Department. 

Mr. Casey. You heard Mr. Craven’s testimony that in effect the 
substance of your statements were that the Secretary of Commerce 
approved this. “Who do you think you are to disapprove it¢” Is 
that correct or incorrect / 

Mr. Harper. I heard him say that that was his impression. 

Mr. Casry. Do you disagree with that? Did you leave that im 
pression / 

Mr. Harrer. I did not intend to. 

Mr. Casey. You never used the words that this was a “must” loan 
and had to be approved ¢ 

Mr. Harver. I do not remember using the word “must.” I do re- 
member discussing it with him and telling him it was a very im- 
portant loan and that there were changes that we had in there which 
I felt could be worked out. 

Mr. Casey. Did you call him for the purpose of influencing his 
judgment on the loan? 

Mr. Harrver. No, sir. 

Mr. Casey. What was the purpose of your conversation ? 
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Mr. Harper. As a matter of fact, I suppose the conversation was 
to meet after work and have a drink. 

Mr. Casey. Is that the time that you told Mr. Craven that this was 
very important é 

Mr. Harrer. He picked me up over at the office. I had to work a 
little later than he did, me being overburdened and understaffed, the 
Under Secretary working under very adverse conditions, and it was 
often 6 o’clock before I got away. He got there about 5:30 and we 
sat there and talked. We discussed Hazleton in some way. I said 
it was a very Important loan and that I understood—I do. not remem- 
ber the words I used: I do not think I said it was a “must” loan. 

Mr. Harpy. Did you tell him of any people in high places who were 
interested in it? 

Mr. Harver. No, sir. I did say that Mr. Davlin had given me the 
background of the work that had gone on ahead of it, prior to my 
being with NPA, about the blighted labor area, and, of course, the 
criteria does provide for small business and does provide for labor 
areas and it was on the strength of that—on the point of the original 
application, I was convinced in my own mind that we would not get 
any steel for $5,200,000. 

[ did check with the RFC report, and with the patentee of the Assel 
mills and he said he did not think it would be adaptable—he said 
you could make tubing with it, but he did not think it would be 
adaptable. 

I had someone out in that same company who said that he would 
not recommend it and he suggested I talk to Etna Standard who 
manufacture standard tubing equipment. 

Mr. Casry. At any rate, that phase of the picture was changed. 
They did come in and agree to purchase Etna Standard equipment. 

Mr. Harrer. That is right. Now, what I am trying to say is that 
the loan originally, that the RFC report came back on, was the $5,- 
200,000 application. Subsequently, I talked to Etna Standard and 
what the time element would be in getting equipme nt for the ap phi- 
cant, and they said 8 months, providing they could get the electrical 
equipment to go with it. 

While I was on the = ‘phone he said he had the equipment nee- 
essary to be exported, but the license had been tied up and if they 
acted promptly he could convert that equipment he had on hand to 
the applicant for this plant. 

Mr. Casry. Now, did you ever, at any time, urge upon Mr. Craven 
that he expedite his consideration of this loan 2 

Mr. Harrer. No, sir. 

Mr. Casrty. Did you urge upon any official in DPA that they ex- 
pecdite their conside ration of this loan ? 

Mr. Harrver. No, sir. 

Mr. Casey. Did you not tell me the other day down in your oftice 
that you did? 

Mr. Harrer. I do not believe I did. I told you down there that we 
frequently called them to find out what was holding up an applica- 
tion. We might have called with that in mind. It was not urging 
it. From the date this went over there until it was back was about 
10 davs and we have had some over there, even in the past week, where 
1 have called up to see what has happened to them. 


83530—5 1 an’ J 











252 CERTIFICATES OF NECESSITY AND DEFENSE LOANS 

Mr. Casey. What could happen to them? 

Mr. Harrver. Well, just delay in getting them out. 

Mr. Casry. How is it your concern what delay transpires in DPA ? 

Mr. Harver. Because the applicants come back to us and want to 
know what we have done with them. 

Mr. Casey. Why do you not refer them to DPA? 

Mr. Harper. We do. 

Mr. Casey. Why is it your concern to follow up in the applicant’s 
interests in a different agency? 

Mr. Harrver. The only concern is to get it back through us to RF¢ 
If DPA approves and certifies, that is; after all, the reason they make 
a loan is because the material is urgently needed in the defense effort. 

Mr. Casry. And you state now that you have never urged that the 
Hazleton loan be e xpedite «1 to any official in DPA? 

Mr. Harrer. I do not like to say that I have not called over to see 
what has happened to it, but I do not remember making such a call. 
I may have. I call frequently. 

Mr. Davin. I would like to add this to my response to Mr. Lantaff’s 
question: There is no question that from the beginning of the re- 
quest of Secretary Sawyer for the expansion of the steel industry 
that there was a deliberate desire to get steel expansion and to permit 
new, independent companies to come into the field in response to the 
preamble of the act and to approve loans for that purpose if they were 
reasonably sound, and whatever work we did in the Facilities Bureau 
was in response to that kind of an internal policy, and that policy 
was shared by every individual connected with the certification of this 
Joan; from ourselves up through Mr. Harrison, Mr. Gibson, and Mr. 
Sawyer. 

Mr. Harpy. Mr. Davlin, did you ever contact Mr. Gibson in the 
interests of expediting the signing of this? 

Mr. Davuity. Sir, following our meeting that we went into here, 
in Mr. Harrison’s office, we were told that—we reviewed the loan, the 
weak spots and the strong spots of the loan. We reviewed what we 
had done about the Assel mills, what we have done about making 
sure there was money enough there to get into production, and we 
were prepared to recommend the loan “provided that, I believe it 
was 10 percent of the total, or $800,000 of private capital be injected. 
We were told to go to the applicant and raise that to 1 million dol- 
lars. As a matter of fact, we were told not to close the door, if you 
please. Now, we did that. 

Mr. Harpy. Just a minute. 

Mr. Davin. I am coming right now to the answer to your ques- 
tion. I believe it was the next day. We had been in touch with Mr. 
Dowd on the phone, and we told him that would be the sine qua non 
of the loan, and he agreed to that. We reported that to Mr. Gibson. 
Mr. Harrison was out of his office. I believe it was the next day. It 
might have been the same day. 

It was on that oceasion Mr. Gibson was referring to that Mr. Bolger 
and I—he was not sure, I believe, whether Mr. Bolger was along at 
one point; at another point he was—that was the only time I talked 
or recall talking to Mr. Gibson about certifying this loan, sir. 

Mr. Harpy. You recall Mr. Gibson’s testimony here earlier? As I 
recall it, the question was raised with Mr. Gibson as to what prompted 
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him to, on the date of February 2, call Mr. Woodside’s group to bring 
the certificate over for his signature. My recollection is th: at he testi- 
fied that you and Mr. Bolger were in to see him that morning for that 
purpose. 

Mr: Davuirn. That, sir, is my recollection of his testimony. 

Mr. Harpy. Is that correct / 

Mr. Davurn. I have stated to you the nature of the visit that Mr. 
Bolger and I paid to him, that ey was the final detail of the cer- 
tificate which we had to clear at the NPA level before we took the 
thing to Mr. Sawyer. That is nh time, and that antedates the cer- 
tify ing of the loan by the DPA by 2 weeks or so. 

Mr. Harpy. From your statement, then, it was 2 weeks or more 
before he actually signed the loan that you had your last contact with 
him ? 

Mr. Davuin. Yes, sir: on this matter. 

Mr. H ARDY. So that any urgency which he had that impelled him 
to call Mr. Woodside’s group to come up and get the thing over with 
right now was not due to any contact that vou made ¢ 

Mr. Davurn. No, sir. You see, when Mr. Gibson made the comment 
about the visit Mr. Bolger and I paid to him, it was before it was 
made clear in our subsequent conversation here this afternoon that 
this meeting that he talked about and the million dollars was—what- 
ever it was, 10 days or 2 weeks—before he signed the certificate and 
Mr. Harrison’s DPA deputy. 

Mr. Harpy. You are certainly casting aspersions on his memory. 

Mr. Davin. Well, did we not spend 15 or 20 minutes trying to 
straighten it out? 

Mr. Harpy. Mr. Bolling, have you any questions? I do not think 
we need to go through that again. 

Mr. Boturne. You said first they were to get SSO0,000 and then 
raised it toa million. Whotold you that? 

Mr. Davurn. In describing the loan proposal that we were prepared 
to make after the revision of the ap yplication which had been made, 
we told in this meeting in Mr. Harrison’s office that our proposal would 
contain a condition—the proposal we were discussing—that the appli- 

cants, instead of providing zero private capital, provide $800,000, and 
it was the consensus of that meeting, and General Harrison's direction 
to us, to go to the applicant and raise that. 

Mr. Bourne. In other words, General Harrison told you ? 

Mr. Lantarr. Was it General Harrison who told you not to close 
the door ? , 

Mr. Davutn. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Harpy. Mr. Bender, have you any questions? 

Mr. Benper. I am so puzzled I do not know what more to say. I 
am dazed. 

Mr. LANTAFF. I think we should call Mr. Gibson back, let him 
review this testimony and allow him to straighten himself out. 

Mr. Harpy. We will consider that. 

Thank you, gentlemen, very much. 

Off the record. 

(Whereupon, at 5:15 p. m., the subcommittee proceeded off the 
record and adjourned at 5:20 p. m., to reconvene at the call of the 
chairman. ) 











INQUIRY INTO THE POLICIES, PROCEDURE, AND PRO- 
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House or REPRESENTATIVES, 
SUBCOMMITTEE ON GOVERNMENT OPERATIONS 
OF THE COMMITTEE ON EXPENDITURES 
IN THE Executive DEPARTMENTS, 
Was vington, DG. 

The subcommittee met. pursuant to call, at 10:15 a. m., in room 429, 
Old House Oflice Building. Representative Porter Hardy, ats pre- 
siding. 

Present : Representatives Hardy (presiding), Bolling, Shelley, Lan- 
taff, Riehlman, Bender, and Meader. 

Also present: Ralph E. Casey, counsel for the subcommittee. 

Mr. Harpy. Let the subcommittee come to order. 

Now, Mr. Casey, who is your first witness ? 

Mr. Casey. I think that the officials from the Reconstruction 
Finance Corporation, in accordance with our understanding, will sit 
at the table and testi fy more or less asateam. Would each of you gen- 
tlemen like to identify yourself for the record ? 

Mr. Harpy. I think that you had better each be sworn. Do you, 
each of you, solemnly swear that the testimony that you shall give 
shall be the truth, the whole truth, and nothing but the truth, so help 
you God? 


TESTIMONY OF W. ELMER HARBER, CHAIRMAN, BOARD OF DIREC- 
TORS; ACCOMPANIED BY WILLIAM A. DEVIN, JR., COUNSEL; 
J. F. WILLIAMS, EXAMINER; FRANK T. RONAN, CHIEF, LOANS 
DIVISION; AND B. B. HOOD, ENGINEER, RECONSTRUCTION FI- 
NANCE CORPORATION 


Mr. Harser. I do. 

Mr. Devin. I do. 

Mr. WituiaMs. I do. 

Mr. Ronan. I do. 

Mr. Hoop. I do. 

Mr. Casey. Mr. Williams, suppose you give us a brief summary of 
what the Lone Star Steel Co. is, where it is located, and the knowledge 
that you have of it. 

Mr. Witi1ams. The Lone Star Steel Co. was really brought into 
being back during the early part of the last war at which time pursuant 
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to the directive of the War Production Board the Defense Plant Cor- 
poration put in two Plancors, 763 and 1507. The big Plancor, 763, I 
believe, was the one that authorized the installation of a blast furnace, 
coking ovens, and related equipment, and the other Plancor was with 
reference to two coal mines up in Oklahoma that were a part of the 
project. 

Mr. Casey. Where was the first plant located ? 

Mr. Wittt1aMs. Daingerfield or Lone Star, Tex. That is right in the 
heart of some 27,000 acres of iron-ore land, or land that has consid- 
erable minerals. It is relatively of a low content. There was a lot of 
discussion about whether or not a plant should be put in there at the 
time. 

I might also say that so far as the coal was concerned that it (Plan- 
cor 1507) also supplied coal for the Sheffield plant down at Houston, 
Tex. 

Mr. Casey. Who built the plant? 

Mr. Wittrams. The Defense Plant Corporation built these facili- 
ties at a total cost of something in excess of $50 million, around $31 
million. 

Mr. Casey. What was the relationship at that time vetween the 
Defense Plant Corporation and the Lone Star Steel Co. 4 

Mr. Wituiams. Really no relation. They were straight Plancors 
of the Government, put in there to get more metallics; that is to get 
more pig iron for the war effort. And they were just about completed 
at the time the war ended, but the blast furnace had not been blown in. 

Mr. Casey. Had not been what? 

Mr. Witit1ams. Blown in. 

Mr. Casey. What does that mean ? 

Mr. Wittiams. It means they had never been charged up and had 
not produced any pig iron, so that at the time the war ended it was not 
certain that with the low-grade iron ore you could make commercially 
usable pig iron. Anyway, the Defense Plant Corporation, pursuant 
to the usual procedure, declared these facilities surplus to War Assets 
Administration. 

Mr. Casey. Just before we get to that now, do I understand that 
they began the construction of this plant some time in 1941 or 1942? 

Mr. Witutams. That is right. 

Mr. Casey. And that it was completed about 1945. 

Mr. Wixtiams. Well, it was not fully completed and in operation 
so that any metal came out of it for war purposes. It was never in 
actual operation during the war. 

Mr. Harpy. A brand new plant, never been operated at the time it 
was declared surplus ? 

Mr. Wituiams. That is right. 

Mr. Harpy. And you did not know whether it was going to func- 
tion or not? 

Mr. Witttams. That is right. 

Mr. Harpy. You did not know whether you would be able to make, 
that is, actually make pig iron out of the kind of ore that you had 
there ? : 

Mr. Wititams. That is right. 

ae Harpy. So we spent how many million dollars building that 
plant ¢ 
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Mr. Wiu1aMs. Something over $30 million putting in plant with 
all of the facilities, the railroad connections and so forth, and the 
power dam and the power plant. 

And on the same premises there is a laboratory that the Navy has 
in which some $10 nillion has been invested. Cold blast and power 
and current for the operation of the naval laboratory comes from 
that same plant. 

Mr. CasrEy. Does that $30 million include ent plants ? 

Mr. WituiaMs. That is about the over-all aggregate investment of 
the Government in both Plancors, something over $31 million. 

Mr. Casry. What was the Lone Star Steel Co. . deine —eheal was 
their relationship during their 4-year period / 

Mr. WituiaMs. They were to lease and operate the plant. 

Mr. Casry. So that since the plant never came into operation they 
really did not do anything until after the plant was declared surp sus ¢ 

Mr. Witu1ams. They did not have any experience in operating it, 
anyway. 

When it went surplus the War Assets Administration advertised 
the plant and went through all of the usual procedure and require- 
ments of that act of Congress with reference to the disposal of such 
facilities. 

Our investigation indicated that the best offer they had received 
was 214 or 3 million dollars, and that was not too firm. The Lone 
Star Steel Co. contracted to buy the facilities for $7,510,000, and the 
down payment was $1,504,000, with the balance on terms. I think they 
had maybe 10 years, but in that contract they had the privilege of 
anticipating payment. In the event they anticipated payment they 
were allowed $1,171,000 off of the purchase price. 

We were told the reason for the big discount was the fact that if 
they could have paid cash for it they could have bought it for about 
that much less money at the time they agreed to buy it on terms, but 
that was not the RFC’s angle at all. That is, we had nothing to do 
with what effort War Assets made, whether they got the best price 
or what price. 

I am just giving you the figures of the basis of the transaction be- 
tween the Lone Star Steel and War Assets. 

Mr. Harpy. Actually the RFC as such did not stand to lose the 
difference between the price on the sale price and the cost, anyway, 
because that was the Defense Plant Corporation, is that right / 

Mr. Witurams. Well, that is partially right. The Defense Plant 
Corporation, however, was a wholly owned subsidiary of the RFC. 

Mr. Harpy. I understand that. 

Mr. Witurams. About one and the same. 

Mr. Harpy. At least, it had a separate corporate entity. 

Mr. Wittiams. That is right, sir. 

Of course, these people had to raise money in order to make this 
down payment, and I think they came into RFC for a million and a 
half dollar loan which was approved on June 27, 1947. 

As I say, the Lone Star Steel had to raise money to make this down 
payment to go through with the transaction with War Assets. In 
connection with that, they asked us for a million and a half dollar 
loan. This is to the best of my recollection. I think the file will 
bear it out. 
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\nyway, the RFC approved a loan fora million and a half on June 
27. 1947. but Lone Star Steel Co. was able to raise the funds from 
outside sources, so that authorization was canceled. We never made 


any disbursement. 
| hey sold, ap pare ntly, some 51t, VOU worth of stoc k and borrowed 


some money and made this down payment. They put the plant in 
operation: that is, blew in the blast furnace. They put in the bene- 
ficiation plant and charged up the blast furnace and put it in opera- 
tion and it is very successful. 

Mr. { ASEY. Can you olive us the date on which they made the down 
payment 

Mr. Wituiams. It was on or about June 30, 1948, I think, that they 

v made the down payment, because it looks like they were 
iting with us in June of 1947. We canceled out our authoriza 
‘Mare h of 1948, because they had raised other funds, and I guess 

Vv got all of the papers together. and it was around June 1948 when 
they actually made the disbursement. But the plant was very sue- 
cessful: that IS, they were able to beneficiate the low orade ron ore 
mind make commercially usable pig iron. And at that time it was in 
hort supply. And they got a very eood price for it. As a matter 
of fact, they made $5 million in earnings after they got the plant in 
operation. 

Mr. Casry. The first year ¢ 

Mr. Winurams. No; that was I think in 1948 and 1949. At first they 
raised money and made the down payment and got the plant in opera- 
tion and made earnings and su ipplemented those with enough to make 
the final payment to the War Assets Administration and get the plant 
5288 saa clear. Maybe in the process they temporarily borrowed ans 
money from banks. 

Mr. Casey. Do vou know that 4 

Mr. Wintiams. I could check. Iam quite sure that they got short- 
term fin mMcine from three of the banks down there. 

And later on they converted this short-term financing into long- 
term debt. a 10 vear debt of about 85 million, or $4,371,000, according 
to their statement here. 

Mr. Casey. That was the $4,300,000 that they borrowed from the 
three banks ? 

Mr. Wintntams. I think from the insurance companies in the perma- 
nent financing. 

If you add it up it looks like they had sold stock for about $5 million 
and made $5 million in earnings. so that so far as the equity is con- 
cerned, the Lone Star had about $10 million in this plant at the time 
this latest proposal was presented; that is, the proposal to borrow 
the 873 million to put mn the finishing facilities for the plant. 

Mr. Casey. On the $5 million worth of stock that you say they sold, 
would vou check that again? Our figures are that the stock they sold 
was only $2,506,000. 

a baie Well, they show here for the period from April 8, 
1942, » December 31, 1946, sale of 51.700 shares of capital stock to 
aoe ite ly 130 stockholders, $517,000. 

For the period from January 1, 1947, to December 31, 1950, a sale 
of 1,948,300 shares to ap proximate] 5.900 stockholders, $4.217.704, 
That is a total of close to $4,800,000, 
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Mr. Casry. That brings it up to December 1950 ¢ 

Mr. WituiaMs. That is right. 

Mr. Casey. Go ahead. 

Mr. Wriiutams. Is that sufficient information for you from the 
Sti mndpoint of the past his tory on the background, getting down to the 
transaction that I think you are interested in discussing at the 
moment ¢ 

Mr. Casty. That is right: yes, sir. I want you to go back, however, 
to the original ap plies ation for ‘ staan from the Reconstruction Finance 
Corporation with respect to this expansion. 

Mr. W ILLIAMS. Well, the ¥ came 1 here and asked us for a loan of 
about $67,103,000. I think that was the amount of the loan they 
asked us for. 

After independent appr aisals and checks by our engineering staff, 
considerable negotiations, the loan was finally approved for 
$34,000,000, provided they injected $22,000,000 of additional equity 
capital. 

Mr. Casry. Will you give us the date of the application of that 
loan. the $67,000,000 ? 

Mr. WituiiaMs. I think it was July 5, 1949. 

Mr. Casry. What was the purpose of that loan; what did they want 
it for / 

Mr. WiL.taMs. They wanted it to prepare site footings. roadways, 
parking places, to put in these finishing facilities, to convert the pig 
iron into oil-well casings or oil-country goods. It is substantially the 
same transaction as they came in for here recently, except that in the 
meantime the cost of these facilities, by reason of inereased cost of 
labor and material, is about $10 million. That is about the differ- 
ence in the projects. 

There were a few items that were deleted from the original trans- 
action to cut it down to about $63 million, something hke that, so 
that the $63 million and the present request for $73 million does 
make about $10 oe difference, but it is substantially the same 
proposal that they came in for subsequently and was recently ap- 
proved by the partic ipukivn loans between the RFC and the delegate 
agency, the Commerce De partment, 

Mr. Casry. What was the date of approval on the loan in the 
amount of $84 million conditioned on the $22 million of private 
funds? 

Mr. WituraMs. July 1949. 

ae "ASEY. How le ig the *\ h: ive to comply with the conditions 

t forth in that approval ? 

Mr W mi1AMs. We usually give about 4 months. They had 6 months 
in this instance to make the first disbursement, 3 years to draw it all 
down. 

Mr. Casry. What is that? 

Mr. Witiiams. Six months to get the first disbursement and 3 years 
to take the over-all amount. 

Mr. Casry. Was that 6-month period subsequently extended ? 

Mr. Witutams. Yes: we extended it. 

Mr. Casry. How long? 

fr. Witni1aMs. I think we gave them another 6-month period. 

Mr. Casey. The original 6 months would bring it to January 14, 
1950, and you gave them another 6 months to July 14, 1950; do not 
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your records show at some time it was extended so that they had until 
January 14, 19514 

Mr. WititamMs. That is correct. 

Mr. Devin. That is correct. We first changed the 6 months to ‘Z.. 
and that date took it to January 14, 1951. 

Mr. Casey. Carry that forward, Mr. Williams. 

Mr. WiLLiAMs We Il, they did not meet the require ments. 

Of course, we never made the disbursement. 

Subsequently the question ot the defense program became accentu- 
ated and they came in with the application for the $75 million as a 
defense loan, that is, under section 302 of the Defense Production 
Act of 1950. 

Mr. Casey. Mr. Williams, did someone in the RFC have some 
conversation at some time or othe with the officials of the Lone Star 
Steel Co. with respect to their ability to raise this $22 million in 
private capital through the floating of a stoc 7 subscription ¢ 

Mr. WituiaMs. I am sure they dis cussed it with different ones of 
us in the RFC about raising the $22 million. They were volng to 
raise some, I think, from the sale of stock; maybe try to get advances 
from some of the oil companies; they were going to make oil-country 
goods. I think they took the position that the $22 million was a little 
stiff and that it woul | be pretty hard to raise that kind of money. 

Mr. Casey. From the oil companies / 

Mr. Witutams. In fact, they were never able to raise it; at least, 
we never went through with the deal because they did not put up their 
part. 

Mr. Casey. Did they ever express themselves as being reluctant to 
accept financing from the oil companies because of the fear that the 


oi) companies might gain control of the ¢ ompany ¢ 


Mr. Witu1aMs. Well, that might have been implied. I do not recall 
specifically because they had the over-all question of raising equity 
capital and I think they were willing to sell stock all right, but they 
would not want to get ‘all of the money from the oil companies and 
lose control, maybe. 

Mr. Casry. Do you have the Dallas examiner’s report in front of 
you ¢ 

Mr. Wiiut1aMs. Yes, sir. Which loan are we talking about, the last 
one ¢ 

Mr. Casry. The first one, Mr. Williams. 

Mr. WitutaMs. Yes, sir; I have that one. January 17, 1949. 

Mr. Casey. I do not believe we have it. 

Mr. Brewer. We do not have a copy of that. 

Mr. WitutAMs. Yes: I think I have that. 

Mr. Casry. Does that report indicate the feeling of the officials of 
the Lone Star Steel Co. with respect to raising this money through 
advances from oil companies ? 

Mr. Witu1aMs. They gave us a letter from Mr. Adams of the First 
National Bank, one from Mr. Florence of the Re »~publie National, one 
from Mr. Thornton of the Mercantile. And those more or less indi- 
cated that they could not raise the money through regular banking 
channels. 

Mr. Casrty. We will come to that in a minute, but how about the oil 


companies ? 
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Mr. Witttams. Maybe we could go to something else while one of 
us reviewed this report to see about that. We can tell you everything 
that is in the report. 

The report is January 17, 1949, I believe. 

Mr. Harpy. If you cannot find it, let us get on with something else. 

Mr. Casey. All right. You mentioned that you had received let- 
ters from three banks indicating the inability of private institutions 
to furnish this financing. Would you give us the names of those banks 
again, please ¢ 

Mr. Wicutams. The First National Bank, the Republic National 
Bank, and the Mercantile National Bank, all of Dallas, Tex. 

Mr. Casey. Is there any relationship between those banks and the 
stockholders in the Lone Star Steel Co. ? 

Mr. Wiiu1ams. Well, Mr. Florence of the Republic National Bank, 
] think, is president or chairman—he is also chairman of the finance 
committee of the Lone Star Steel Co. He had I think $500 worth of 
stock, so far as our records indicated, that is, Mr. Fred Florence. Now, 
Mr. Adams, chairman of the board, I think he is retired now—he was 
formerly chairman of the board of the First National Bank, and was 
treasurer of the Lone Star Steel Co. I think it showed that he had 
$500 worth of stock. 

I do not believe Mr. Thorn N had any stor k or was connected. He 
is president of the Mercantile National. 

Their latest statement does show that Mr. Thornton is also a di- 
rector of the Lone Star Steel Co. 

Mr. Casey. How much stock did he have? 

Mr. Witu1aMs. I do not recall. sir. We thought that all of them 
had a very nominal amount; in other words, they should have had 
more money in it. 

Mr. Harpy. At least, it indicates that the stockholders of the Lone 
Star Steel selected capable people, regardless of the amount of stock 
that they held to manage the affairs of the corporation. 

Mr. Witt1aMs. That is right. They had high-class people in their 
fields. 

Mr. Casey. And in the case of each of the banks that furnished these 
letters, the officials of the banks were officials of the Lone Star Steel 
Co.? 

Mr. WiruraMs. Yes; I think that is right, but I would not attach 
any significance to that fact; in other words, I am sure that their 
reputation was such that regardless of their connections they would 
not make statements about the availability of credit unless they were 
sure that it was not reasonably available on reasonable terms. 

Dallas Rupe & Son is an investment house down there, and I think 
we also got a statement from them to the effect that they thought it 
was unlikely that they could raise this kind of money through the 
investment field, through other than the bank credit. 

Mr. Casry. You have such a letter, you say / 

Mr. WruuiaMs. I am sure, at least I think we have a letter, but I 
am sure that that was discussed with the officials, that is, our agency 
discussed the possibility of raising this kind of capital through other 
sources than the bank credits. 

Mr. Casey. Do you know the names of the principal stockholders in 
the Lone Star Steel Co. ? 
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Mr. WiuutaMs. I have the directors in their latest statement. 

Mr. Casry. Mr. Williams, suppose you carry it forward now. 

Mr. Harpy. Let me ask one question there. You say the RFC 
attempted to determine the possibility that the Lone Star Steel Co. 
secure the additional equity capital which you required. You had 
letters from the banks indicating that the banks would not provide 
the capital. Is that correct ? 

Mr. Witz1aMs. I think maybe I am getting you confused a little bit. 
I was talking about the over-all transaction. I was not talking about 
the $22,000,000 of equity capital. 

Mr. Harpy. Let us talk about the $22,000,000. You said at least 
the Lone Star did not meet the contingency which the RFC had pre- 
scribed with respect’ to providing the extra $22,000,000 of equity 
capital, is that correct ? 

Mr. Wituiams. That is correct, sir. 

Mr. Harpy. Did the RFC at any time during the period which was 
allowed for the Lone Star Steel to comply make any study to deter- 
mine the probability that the Lone Star Steel would secure that ad- 
ditional capital ? 

Mr. Wituiams. I do not think we made any study. It was my per- 
sonal oOpimion that they would have trouble l LisiIng that kind of equity 
capital and then were not able to raise it. They diseussed it with 
us a lot of times—well, I know they made many trips around to dif- 
ferent oll companies with reference to getting advances or selling 
deber tures and then also selling some stock. 

Mr. Harpy. Was it not true that some of their principal stock- 
holders were men of considerable means and perhaps were connected 
with some of the oil operations / 

Mr. WiniiaMs. That is true, sir. 

Mr. Harpy. Was it the thought of the RFC that the Lone Star 
Steel might be able to raise that capital through the then principal 
STO‘ kholders: did you suggest that? 

Mr. Wintiams. We did not limit it to the present stockholders. It 
suited us just as well if they had got the stock scattered in the sense 
of diversify ne the holdings. We did not care W ho held it. The more 
the merrier, from our standpoint. 

Mr. Harpy. They did wet a fairly wide distribution of the stock 
when they issued 1,948,000 shares, did they not ? 

Mr. Winurams. That is right, sir. 

Mr. Harpy. So that their number of stockholders increased pretty 
largely. And when did that take place ? 

Mr. Wituiams. That took place between January 1947 and Decem- 
ber LODO. 

Mr. Harpy. That is not very definite. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. That is the best date I have, Mr. ( hairman. 

Mr. Harpy. You had an original issue of 51.700 shares. When was 
that ? 

Mr. WiniiaMs. That was over a pretty good period, April 8, 1942, 
to December 31. 1946. 

Mr. H arpy. You do not know then what. if any, part of the capital 
raised through the sale of the second block, the 1.948.000 shares 

you do not know what, if any, part of that took place during this 
period which had been granted for the raising of the increased equity 
capital ¢ ; 
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Mr. Witttams. No, sir: I could not give you the exact figures on 
that. I can get them for you. 

Mr. Ronan. I can answer that. I think. On January 17, 149, 
they had 1,098,000 shares outstanding and 4,000 stockholders. 

Mr. Harpy. What date was that / 

Mr. Ronan. January 17. 

Mr. Harpy. Of 19494 

Mr. Ronan. Of 1949. 

Mr. Harpy. But your loan was approved on January 14, 1949 

Mr. Witui1ams. That is right. 

Mr. Harpy. The figure that they had in January 1949 does not 
mean anything toward what they did to comply with your loan con- 
tingency. 

Mr. WitutiAMs. We would have to get you that information. 

Mr. Harpy. I do not know that it is particularly pertinent. I was 
trying to see if the RFC was following the developments in connection 
with the contingency which RFC had prescribed. . 

Mr. Wituiams. I do not think we would take the position that we 
should keep in touch with them, and assist them in getting that 
financing. We thought that was their responsibility and that was 
one of our conditions, that they should raise that much more money. 

Mr. Harpy. Did they ever tell you in the COUTse of that Wialting 
period, that interim period, how much additional they had paid in; 
did they ¢ 

Mr. Witutams. I do not recall, sir, that they did. I think you will 
also find out that whereas they made pretty vood profits in 1948 and 
the first part of 1949, that things tailed off and, as a matter of fact, 
they had to shut down production for a while, because the market 
dropped considerably on pig iron, and I believe about the time they 
were trying to raise the money from us to put in these finishing 
facilities it was predicated largely on the fact that they could hardly 
compete under normal times, just selling straight pig iron. 

Mr. Harpy. Let us vet back to the question ot what they were doing, 
what the chances were that they could raise this additional $22,000,000. 
Were you advised as to whether they had discussed the question of 
the stock issue with any investment concern ¢ 

Mr. Witntams. I do not recall specifically, but Iam sure they made 
efforts to raise the money, and they told us they vere hav ing difficulties 
and they even might try to get the loan increased some. 

Mr. Harpy. What I am trying to get at is this. Maybe I can just 
put it very bluntly and dispose of this particular question in my 
mind. 

At the time that the defense production loans became available that 
is when the picture changed, did it not ? 

Mr. WitutaMs. I am sure that as soon as the defense product ion pic- 
ture came into being that they started to look toward that source for 
money, instead of trying to raise the equity capital to make good on the 
loan we had approved. 


] 


Mr. Harpy. At the time that those loans became available there was 
not much time left before the expiration of your second extension of 
time in which they had to comply ? 

Mr. Wiu1AMs. That is right. 

Mr. Harpy. And I was trying to find out whether you knew at the 
time or approximately the time that the defense production loans be- 
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came available what was the status of likelihood that they might be 
able to comply with your contingency ? 

Mr. Witirams. I did not know definitely, but I think that when 
the defense picture began to shape up and legislation looked like 
money was going to be made available to help out the defense 
problem 

Mr. Harpy. The answer is that you do not know what their picture 
was at that time? 

Mr. Witi1aMs. No; not specifically, I do not. 

Mr. Harpy. Go ahead. 

Mr. Casty. When did they apply for a defense loan ? 

Mr. Wintttams. November 27, 1950. 

Mr. Casry. November 27? 

Mr. Wittrams. I think that is right. 

Mr. Casey. What was the amount of that application ? 

Mr. Ronan. $82,400,000. 

Mr, Casey. How much of that $82 million is represented by facili- 
ties construction / 

Mr. Ronan. Seventy - three - million - four - hundred - and - some- 
odd-thousand dollars. 

Mr. Casry. What was the rest of it ? 

Mr. Ronan. $4 million was for working capital and $5 million for 
debt retirement. 

Mr. Casry. Will you tell us the course that that loan application 
took in the RFC? 

Mr. Wititams. Well, ultimately, it ended up that the RFC made 
a commitment to lend $50 million against a first mortgage on the 
present facilities together with all of the improvements and addi- 
tions acquired out of the proceeds of its loan and the Commerce loan, 
and our loan was predicated on their getting a loan of $23,425,000 
under the Defense Production Act of 1950. 

Mr. Harpy. The main consideration that you had was to protect 
the RFC loan by the loan of other taxpayers’ funds? 

Mr. Wituiams. No, sir. They had a plant down there in being 
that we had an independent appraisal made of, and the depreciated 
re produc tion cost of that pli int was $55 million. 

Mr. Harpy. That may all be true, Mr. Williams, but essentially 
your requirements were the same that they were when the Lone Star 
Steel Co. came in and asked for a straight RFC loan. 

Mr. Wiuturams. There is this very great difference, that they already 
had the head end of the deal, the ‘vy had the blast furnace, the power, 
the coking facilities, the 50 years of iron-ore property. They had two 
coal mines with 35 or 40 years of coal. They had all the raw materials. 
They had the front end of an integrated steel plant that is absolutely 
essential for any loans. 

Mr. Harpy. I follow you perfectly. It may be a perfectly good 
loan. There is no argument about that. So far as I know, it is, 
but my point is simply this, what is the difference in the net effect 
on the taxpayers of the United States as between combining this loan 
with an NPA or Defense Production loan and RFC making the entire 
loan if they had all of that stuff; why did not the RFC go ahead 
and grant the loan for the full amount ? 

Mr. Witirams. We have different rules that you have laid down 
for us than what you did under the Defense Production Act. 
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Mr. Harpy. I can understand why you would say, “Let us get some 
additional equity capite al put in here to protect these funds that we 
are going to lend you,” but I do not see where it makes a great deal of 
difference, so far as the ti ixpayers are concerned if you say, “ All right, 
you go over here and get it from the Defense Production and the RFC 
then will not have to show a loss if something should h: appen. 

So we have the same protection that they had, so far as the RFC 
has a separate entity is concerned, although it is a governmental agency. 
We are going, at least, to let it appear that if a loss should arise, why 
then it is the Defense Production and not the RFC loan. 

Mr. Wiiu1aMs. From our standpoint I am sure we treated it as a 
Government loan. We know it is Government money for the whole 
$73 million. I think it will all be paid. However, we make loans 
that have to be so secured as to reasonably insure repayment. And 
ordinarily, the rule of thumb is a 50-50 deal. We put half and the 4V 
put up half, plus working capital. 

It would not quite meet such specifications for us to make all of the 
loans, but I am sure we would not have made the $50 million loan, 
as we have not in other cases, even though Commerce put in the $23 
million, if there had not been a lot of equity, if there had not been a 
whole lot in the picture besides the $23 million that Commerce put in. 

Mr. Harpy. In other words, you are drawing a pretty fine line. At 
least, you want the RFC record to look good. I do not blame you for 
that. 

Mr. WitutAMs. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Casey. What was the agency’s field examiner’s recommendation 
in this loan, Mr. Williams ? 

Mr. Wituiams. There isa lot of money involved. There is a good big 
file here. It involves $73 million of yours and mine. So, if 1 seem to 
fumble around looking for the figures, I want you to know we have 
them. 

Mr. Ronan. The recommendation is $82 million as an NSRB loan. 

Mr. Casey. And the agency manager is the chief of the office where 
the field examiner is located; is that so? 

Mr. WitxiaMs. He said the agency manager. 

Mr. Casry. Oh, the agency manager. He recommended that the 
whole $82,425,000 be approved by the RFC as a loan to be made by 
the Defense Production Authority? 

Mr. Ronan. No, sir. 

Mr. Casey. Is that true? 

Mr. Ronan. He recommended that the NSRB, or he suggested that 
the NSRB, consider it on the following conditions. It really was not 
a recommendation. 

Mr. Harpy. The same kind of recommendation that you would 
normally make to them; is it not ? 

Mr. Ronan. Insofar as it was for them to make the determination. 

Mr. Harpy. I understand that, but your fiscal agents, you say, “sug- 
gested” or “recommended.” We will not split hairs as to which is 
which. 

Mr. Ronan. That is right. 

Mr. Casey. In other words, it was essentially approved as a loan to 
be made under section 302 of the Defense Production Act. 

Mr. Ronan. Yes. 
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Mr. Wicutams. That is what the agency examiner recommended to 
make the whole loan out of Defense Production money. 

Mr. Casry. When did that picture change? 

Mr. Ronan. On January 2 is when it went to the Board, and at 
the time it was approved for $50 million as an RFC loan and $23 mil- 
lion—wait a minute: I am not sure about that. The recommendation 
was $50 million for the RFC and $32 million by the delegate agency. 

Mr. Harpy. What was the reason for splitting it up like that 4 

Mr. Devin. May I attempt to try to answer that question’ I agree 


that the total amount is the taxpayers’ money. Under the RFC Act, 
which is the only authority the RFC has to lend money, there is a 
statutory restriction that the loan must be so secured as reasonably 


to Insure repayment. 
Mr. Harpy. You are not answering my quest ion, 
Mr. Devin. The reason we did not make the entire loan was be- 


Mr. Harpy. You are way off the beam. The original recommenda 
tion Was that the _— loan be made by the NSRB. 

Mr. Devin. Yes, si 

Mr. Harpy. I ied a question as to why you split it up, and you 

re trying to tell me why the RFC did not make the entire loan. 

You agency examiner recommended that it be done the other w: Ly. 
Mr. Devin. When the loan is sent into Washington under the proce 
dure, we see if we can make any part of that loan under our RFC 
authority. And, if we can, we do it. If we cannot, why, we send 

the whole loan over to the NSRB. or the Commerce in this case. 

Mr. Harpy. Of course, one effect of that is that it makes a less 
amount of impact upon the funds that are authorized to the DPA for 
making loans. So, you were conserving their funds by using yours. 

Mr. Devin. Under the Defense Production Act, as you know, there 
is the restriction, provided financing is not otherwise available on 
reasonable terms. ‘That is the limitation on the funds. 

Mr. Harpy. I was trying to ascertain one fact. Your agency ex- 
aminer recommended that the entire loan be a Defense Production 
loan; is that not correct / 

Mr. Devin. That is right. 

Mr. Harpy. I wanted to find out why the RFC decided that it 
would take about two-thirds of it or a little less. 

Mr. Witttams. We felt like the $50 million against a first mortgage 
on the present facilities, with the additional funds they are putting in 
there, would be perfectly good and would meet all of the requirements 
of 4—A of our act. 

Mr. Harpy. That made vou pretty secure / 

Mr. WituraMs. That is right. 

Mr. Harpy. It did not jeopardize your position any, and at the 
same time it made it possible for the DPA to have an ad iitional S50 
million in authorized funds that it could lend to somebody else. 

Mr. Wititams. That is right. The whole procedure that has been 
worked out with reference to these national-defense loans is that the 
application is filed on the regular NSRB form and we process them 
just like they were filed with us, so that if we can take all or any part 
of it we do; and if we cannot, why, we send it over to the NSRB, be 
cause they cannot lend any mon ey if it is otherwise available on rea 
sonable terms. And those that meet our requirements, why, we make 
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them; those that do not, we send them over for them to make the 
determination. 

Mr. Harpy. That straightens the picture out. 

Mr. Casry. It does put RFC in the position of taking the cream off 
of the top of the bottle in all of these loans; does it not ? 

Mr. WinuiaMs. You might put it that Way. We hope they are gvood. 
We believe they are. That is, the ones we put our money in. 

Mr. Casrty. The risky part of the loan you shift to the DPA; that 
is the effect of your participations to take the secured part, the part 
that is going to be paid back without much doubt, and to shift the 
rest of it to the NSRB? 

Mr. Witurams. I do not think we take a parti ipation in any loan 
if we do not think over-all the whole loan is all O. KK. When we take 
a participation we think theirs is cvood, too, 

I do not think you will find that we have taken a partic ipation nn 
one where we would have the cream and we know they are going to 
take a loss. When we participate in it we believe it is good for the 
whole works. 

Mr. H ARDY. You are convinced ot that : are Vou, Mr. Williams? 

Mr. WiuraMms. That is the Way ] operate. Phat is the Way In the 
only two cases that I have recommended; that has been it. I was will 
ing to recommend our part of it not only because I thought it was 
eood but because I thought the whole Government loan was good, 

Mr. Casry. Is it also a fact that the RFC part of the loan is not 
disbursed until last ? 

Mr. Wititams. That is usually our procedure. We always make 
the other fellow put in his money first. 

Mr. Cast y. Even the NSRB or the DPA part of it / 

Mr. WinniamMs. That is right. 

Mr. Casry. In other words, in this particular case there will be 
$9 million disbursed in addition to the $23 million disbursed by the 
DPA, or $32 million disbursed before the RFC pays out a penny ‘ 

Mr. Wintuiams. No. The Way this loan is set ip 1s that it is fora 
total of S73.425,000, of which we have $50 million and Commerce has 
S25.425 000, 

The first thing that happened was a firm commitment froni the Lone 
Star Steel that they would put mm sD million more of equity money and 
do it within 120 day s. I believe. 

Mr. Casey. Would that be paid out before your S00 million ¢ 

Mr. Witirams. Yes, sir. I will explain exactly. That was one of 
the conditions put In—S5 million of their own 100 percent equity 
money. Then they had to get as good a commitment as they could 
from reputable banks that in the event they needed additional work 
ing capital of not less than $4 million they would get a commitment 
to that effect. 

Mr. Casey. Wasthat to be a firm commitment / 

Mr. WILLIAMS. As firm as the bank could legally make. The next 
thing was that they did get the firm commitment for the equity stock, 
They did get a commitment that satisfied us and the delegate agency 
as to the $4 million of working capital. 

They vave us mortgages on the present facilities, and they took down 
S5 million. That is the first disbursement from the RFC out of the 
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$50 million. And we got a first mortgage with an after-acquired 
property clause. 

The next thing is that $10 million, and no more than that, can be 
disbursed out of the Commerce loan; so that the Government could 
only have $15 million against their present facilities, with a replace- 
ment cost of over $55 million before they actually sell the stock and 
raise the $5 million of additional equity capital, making a total of 
about $15 million of their own equity money in it. 

Then, when they raise this $5 million, they have to spend it on these 
facilities. Then we expend the rest of the Commerce loan. After 
that the RFC completes the facilities. And the balance of the loan 
is left for working capital. That is the way the loan is set up. 

Mr. Casey. Then actually the $23 million of the DPA money and 
the 55 million of private money— 

Mr. Wiiuiams. Has to be in there before. 

Mr. Casey. Has to be in before the RFC pays out anything? 

Mr. Witiiams. Before we pay out any more than the first $5 million 
against the first mortgage. You see, the ‘y had permanent financing, 
a long-term financing, of about $5 million, and that had to be paid 
off before we could get a first mortgage on the facilities. So that is 
the first disbursement that was made by the BFC to take over that 
long-term financing. 

Mr. Harpy. You did that ahead of the disbursement by the DPA? 

Mr. WituramMs. Yes, sir. That is the only disbursement that has 
been made so far to date. 

Mr. Harpy. Well, then, in this equity-capital proposition, the addi- 
tional $5 million, did you provide that had to be represented in actual 
investment, or did you also permit a private loan on there, like you 
did in the Hazleton Steel Corp. ? 

Mr. Wi11ams. We did not let anything happen in the Hazleton 
Steel. We had nothing to do with that. 

Mr. Harpy. We are talking about the Lone Star Steel now, 

Mr. Witurams. That is right. 

Mr. Harpy. You are familiar with that situation? 

Mr. WituraMs. Yes. 

Mr. Harpy. It was permissible under that situation? 

Mr. WitutaMs. Answering your question, this is actual equity stock. 
The present stockholders get the first shot at the additional stock, and 
if they do not subscribe at the agreed price then Dallas Rupe & Co. 
and two other underwriters have to take all that is left. 

Mr. Harpy. But it will be $5 million represented by capital stock / 

Mr. Wittrams. That is right. It will be equity capital in every 
sense of the word. 

Mr. Harpy. That clears that one up. 

Mr. Casry. Will this loan be adequate to build this plant ? 

Mr. Witiiams. According to the best estimates that we have been 
able to get. They went out and got quotations from a lot of reliable 
concerns. They have had estimates from the A. J. Boynton Co., an 
independent engineering outfit. As a matter of fact, I think this 
is one of the early actions under the defense program by reason of the 
fact that they were already in business and had made about $1,600,000 
this year, after paying about the same amount of taxes to the Govern- 
ment. They anticipated a loan, maybe, and put in firm orders for 
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some of the electrical ecuipment; in other words, to the best of our 
information they ought ‘to be able to get the plant in for what they 
have estimated, including amount for contingencies and so forth. 

We are prepared for a slight overrun and would not be too sur- 
prised with prices and wages being like they are, and nobody being 
able to tell when they are going on up. Percentagewise, you would 
have to say that there could be an overrun; but from what we know 

right now, they ought to be able to do the job for what we have ear- 
ee the money. 

Mr. Casey. What interest is being paid on this loan ? 

Mr. Wittrams. Five percent on the RFC portion and 414 percent 
on the NSRB portion. 

Mr. Casey. So that the RFC will recoup about 214 million dollars 
a year interest on this loan ? 

Mr. Wiuiams. We are getting 414 percent straight interest on the 


. ° note, and we are getting 14 percent service fee, which totals up to 5 
percent on $50 million, and that would be $2,500,000. Of course, they 
he ive only taken down $5 million, and it will probably be a year before 

a . 


they will get to the point of taking the other $45 million or the other 

part of the RFC loan down; so that they will only pay us interest on 

what they actually take down as they take it down, but they will pay 
ls a commitment fee for the undisbursed balance like all of the other 
borrowers do. 

Mr. Casry. Do you know anything about the issuance of a certifi- 
cate of necessity in this case? 

Mr. Witu1ams. We know that a certificate of necessity was issued. 
We had a copy of it covering 85 percent of the cost of the facilities. 

Mr. Casry. Does the issuance of that certificate of necessity play 
some part in your consideration of the granting of this loan? 

Mr. Witt1ams. I would not say it plays any part with reference 
to the adequacy of the collateral and the over-all picture, but it does 
have something to do about whether they can make the payments in 
a 10-year period which is the limitation to which we can make a loan. 

It does give them more assurance that they could retire our portion 
of the loan within the period and not have a balloon payment, and 
so forth. 

Mr. Casry. Does your portion of the loan of $50,000,000—is that 
repaid first before any part of the NSRB loan is repaid ¢ 

Mr. WituraMs. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Casey. And your loan extends for 10 years? 

Mr. Wru1Ms. That is right. 

. ° Mr. Casey. Is there any condition that the borrower actually take 
the tax amortization benefits that are inherent in this certificate of 
necessity ¢ 

Mr. WititaMs. That is a requirement. I think the policy of the 
, Commerce Department is that they shall take the maximum ad- 
vantage under the certificate of necessity. 

I think probably they figure that the sooner our loan is paid off 
the quicker they will have a preferred position or a first mortgage po- 
sition. Maybe that is one of the reasons. 

Mr. Harpy. Let me see if I understand that. 

Do I understand that they are supposed to reduce a loan in ac- 
cordance with this accelerated amortization ? 

Mr. WituraMs. Yes, sir. 


i 
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Mr. Harpy. They are not supposed then to disburse any dividends ? 

Mr. Wittiams. They cannot pay any dividends or bonuses. We will 
keep the lid on it right tight. There won’t be any. 

Mr. Harpy. Is that provided for in your contract / 

Mr. WinitaMs. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Casey. Did you receive at some time from the Lone Star Steel 
Co. some projection of their earnings, what they expected to earn 
with these new facilities / 

Mr. Wintiams. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Casey. Do vou have that before you there / 

Mir. Winutams. } es, sir. We have those estimates. 

Mr. Casry. [just want very general rough figures now. What net 
income before taxes do they expect that they might make ¢ 

Mr. Winttiams. With full capacity they estimate, that is, the inde 
pel dent eno meers, Boynton estimated 15.162 million and on 8) per- 
cent capacity 11.681 million. 


Our engineers were a little more conservative. They figured the 
net before taxes, principal of debt, would be about SS.7 million, on 
full « apacity, or S7.7 million on 85 percent capacity. 


Mr. Casrty. Do you have some figures there by the company itself 
of Is million o¢ 

Mr. WHULLIAMS. We have some figures from them, sil. about SIS. 
500,000, 1 think that is what they figured would be the earnings on 
the basis of full capacity. 

Mr. Casry. How much of that 18 million 5 would be charged against 
the tax amortization certificate that they received under their own 
fleures ¢ 

Do you not have a figure there for amortization under the certificate 
of 814.685.000 ¢ 

Mr. Witai1ams. I must not be looking at the same sheet you are, 
Mr. Casey. Have you got the page number there in which the report 
isé Have you got the page number in which the report is? 

Mr. Casry. This is a summary that was taken off of your figures. 

Without waiting for it now would you verify that figure for the 
record, please / 

Mr. Wituiams. Yes, sir. Let us be sure exactly what you want. 

Mr. Casey. This is entitled, “Statement of amount available for 
annual payments on Reconstruction Finance Corporation loan based 
on forecast income for years succeeding completion of the steel plant. 
Net income before taxes, $18,525,000 and amortization on $73,425,000 
for 1 year on a 5-year basis of $14.685.040.” 

Mr. WituraMs. The tax would be about half of that then? 

Mr. Casey. Depending on the bracket that they fall in, you mean ? 

Mr. Wicutams. Yes. 

Mr. Casey. Well, is it not true that that $14,685,000 could be charged 
off against the 18 million 5 before any tax would be paid ? 

Mr. Wittiams. That is right. 

Mr. Casry. What do you mean by the tax would be half of it? 

Mr. Hoop. Your income tax is approximately half of your profits. 

Mr. Harpy. If you take the 14 off of the 18, you have only got 4 
left. 

Mr. Hoop. So you are paying income tax on 4 instead of 18. The 
income tax is half of 14. That is a saving. 
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Mr. Harpy. Your income tax would be based on the 4 rather than 
on the 18, because youhave got to take your amortization off. 

Now take your RFC figure, an estimate of 9.7, if you got a tax 
amortization of $14 million, then you would have no net income, is that 
right ? 

Mr. Harper. I think the earnings clause in this requirement, though, 
takes care of it. I think it is 80 percent of the earnings that must be 
paid on the indebtedness. 

Mr. WitutaMs. We have an 80 percent net earning clause. That 
has nothing to do with what we are talking about, I believe. 

Mr. Harpy. Maybe we are not talking about the same thing, but 
the thing I am trying to look at right at the moment is the effect of 
the tax amortization certificate, not particularly in terms of the Lone 
Star Steel Co., using that only as an illustration, but the point is this, 
that actually the RFC has estimated their income at a less figure than 
the accelerated amortization. 

Mr. Hoop. There would be no tax. 

Mr. Harpy. There would be no tax chargeable to this operation, 
Is that correct ? 

Mr. WituiaMs. That is right, sir. 

Mr. Hoop. That is the purpose of that. 

Mr. Harpy. I want it understood that what we are doing here with 
this is that we are trying to use this as an illustration of the effect of 
combining these tax amortization certificates and these loans. 

Mr. Casey. Mr. Harber, I would like to ask you one or two questions, 
please. 

Do you have some background in the oil business in the Southwest 4 

Mr. Harper. I have been in the oil fields for a great number of 
years and have had some experience in the oil fields. 

Mr. Casey. You know something about the practical aspects of this 
loan and the financing under it, I mean other than your connection 
with the RFC? 

Mr. Harper. I believe I would. 

Mr. Casty. What do you think about this loan; is it a good loan ? 

Mr. Harper. I believe it is: yes, sir. 

Mr. Casry. Mr. Williams testified that at some time during 1950 
prior to the outbreak of the Korean War that the market for pig 
iron slacked off a bit, which, of course, would interfere with the 
possibility of raising this money through private financing. What 
do vou think of the possibility of raising this money through private 
financing after the outbreak of the Korean War? 

Mr. H ARBER. Well, I believe it would be pretty difficult to raise that 
much equity capital. 

Mr. Casey. How big a market would this Lone Star Steel Co. have 
geographically for their product / 

Mr. HARBER. Well, they have four or five States in there that would 
be close by, oil-producing States, Oklahoma, Texas, Louisiana, New 
Mexico, Arkansas. 

Mr. Casey. Is there a shortage of the products that they would be 
manufacturing at these new facilities / 

Mr. HARBER. Yes, sir. There has been for a number of years. 

Mr. Casey. These are « tubular cvoods, are they ¢ 

Mr. Harper. Casings, tubings,. rods. 
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Mr. Casey. Do you not think that some of the oil companies in 
these States would be willing to put up money to finance this plant? 
Mr. Harper. Well, you might get them, probably, to do so, but you 
would i own the cone ern when you got through. 

Mr. Casey. You know the situation in the Hazelton case. Appar- 
ently some oil company was willing to put up an eighth of the money 
that was going into the plant. Is that some indication of how feasible 
a proposition would be to secure financing from oil companies in the 
“Re e Star Steel case ? 

Mr. Harser. I do not know too much about that. I would not want 
to testify about what I think about that. 

Mr. Casry. You state that there has been a shortage of these prod- 
ucts for some time. 

It has been testified that the Lone Star Steel Co. secured an 85 
percent ce ‘rtificate of necessity, 

Can you give us your opinion as to the economic useful life of this 
facility after the 5-year period is over ¢ 

Mr. Harner. I should say 15, 20 years—10 or 15 years, maybe longer. 
Mr. Casey. By that what do you mean exactly, should they be run- 
ning at full capacity or at a profitable rate for 15 or 20 years after 
the 5 vear period is over ? 

Mr. Harner. Of course, that is all contingent on the number of 
other steel plants that go into that that make the same kind of goods. 
Of course, there has been a definite shortage, and has been for 10 years 
in tubular goods. 

Mr. Harpy. At any rate, unless other steel plants go into that 
vicinity they would have a considerable geographic advantage, would 
they not ¢ 

Mr. Harsrr. Yes, sir, they would. 

Mr. Harpy. From a competitive standpoint it still ought to be in a 
good position ¢ 

Mr. Harrer. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Wittrams. That is right. 

Mr. Harpy. Projecting this plant into the future after the acceler- 
ated amortization has practically written the plant off, you have got 
85 percent, and then I presume that they all | be allowed a normal 
depreciation on the remainder which would bring it up, perhaps, to 
something in excess of 90 percent, at least, on this $73 million part 
that went into the plant expansion; then with your knowledge of the 
shortage of ike goods and the fact that this plant would be 
located in a splendid position to compete and to distribute into the 
oil country, it is your feeling that this plant should be an economically 
profitable operation for a period of 15 or 20 years, is that correct ? 
Mr. Harser. I think so. 

Mr. Harpy. Maybe we are jumping the gun a little bit, but T notice 
that in connection with the certificate of necessity it has been deter- 
mined that 85 percent of it should be written off in 5 years. A very 
interesting speculation is that if you are making an individual applhi- 
cation, if you are applying the percentage of the certificate of necessity 
to an individual application, the question might arise as to the justi- 
fication for granting that high percentage. 

Mr. Harper. I think the answer to that is that these people will 
be penalized after the 5 years. Ithink that is the answer to that. 
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Mr. Harpy. That assumes that they will be making money and 
that they will have to pay on a larger income, presumably. 

Mr. Harper. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Harpy. Of course, you are speculating, also, that the income 
tax rates will be as high 5 years from now as they are now. 

You are speculating also that there might be some profit differen- 
tial as between then and now. That may be. 

You are assuming that the competitive situation will be such that 
they will have to reduce the spread to take care of some of this in- 
creased amortization which they are now permitted. 

So we are dealing with a lot of imponderables in there. 

Mr. WitiiaMs. That is right. 

Mr. Casry. At any rate, if we assume that this plant will run full 
capacity for the next 5 years, the prospect is that about 90 percent 
of that plant will be written off against taxes that otherwise would be 
payable to the Federal Government. 

Mr. Harper. Yes, sir; that is correct. 

Mr. Harpy. And, further, that the plant in its present situation 
is paying a considerable amount of taxes, that is, income taxes, to the 
Federal Government, is it not ? 

Mr. Harper. Yes, sir. 

Mr. WititaMs. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Harpy. Under this procedure, assuming either your figures 
or estimated profits or the figures of the independent engineer, esti- 
mated profits, there will not be a dime’s worth of tax paid for the 
next 5 years so that actually we are reducing the income of the Fed- 
eral Government through this tie-in between the certificates of neces- 
sity and Federal loans? 

Mr. Harper. That is very true. 

Mr. Harpy. We are increasing taxes on the one hand and turning 
around and granting tax benefits on the other. And one is nullify- 
ing the other. 

Mr. Witiiams. We are paying for a lot of the plant with tax money 
all right. 

Mr. Casry. Do you have any opinion, Mr. Harber, as to the infla- 
tionary aspects of the situation where the Federal Government is 
putting the whole $73 million into these facilities and is covering it 
by a certificate of necessity, authorizing the amortization in a 5- 
year period, deductible against taxes ? 

Mr. Harser. I had not thought about it. It would, no doubt, be 
a little inflationary. 

Mr. Harpy. It will be $73 million worth of inflation, will it not? 
The fact of the matter is it will be 80-some million dollars, because 
under your testimony they could not raise the $22 million in private 

capital. So you could not advance the other $50 million which means 
that there are $72 million right there that otherwise would not have 
been spent and go into the inflationary picture. Is that right? 

Mr. Harper. Correct. 

Mr. Wittiams. Right. 

Of course, I think maybe you should take this into consideration, 
that Iranian oil is being jeopardized. The middle eastern situation 
is not too good and probably in ruling that this was definitely an 
essentiality in the national defense—— 

Mr. Harpy. There is not any argument about that. 
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We are just looking at one side of the picture at the moment. We 
know there is another side of the picture. I am not discounting the 
need for the defense at all. The urgenc y of the need m: iv we ‘ll offset 
all of these other factors, but I am trying to develop the picture here 
of what is happening, because I do not believe many of us have stopped 
to think that the procedure we are following is not only inflationary, 
but it is serving to reduce the tax revenues of the Nation. 

Mr. WitutaMs. That is right. I think that is correct. 

Mr. Hoop. It will reduce them temporarily. 

Mr. Harpy. It will reduce them for 5 years. And maybe we do not 
know whether it might reduce them after that, because, actually, if 
you get to that 5-year ending you may be in such a competitive situa- 
tion that none of these plants will be able to pay any taxes. If that is 
the case then we are in a fix. 

Mr. Casry. Which one of vou gentlemen is a member of the review 
committee here in Washington ? 

Mr. Ronan. I am. 

Mr. Casry. Do you have the recommendation of the review com- 
mittee on this loan ? 

Mr. RONAN, Yes: I do. 

We recommended that the Board not change the present outstanding 
commitment which was $34 million if they would raise $22 million. 

Mr. Casey. What was your reason for that recommendation / 

Mr. Ronan. Well, because in the first place they applied for $82 
million, 5 to pay debts and 4 for working capital, and the balance for 
the plant. 

The other one was that we questioned very much whether these 
people will be able to get competent operators a fter they get it finished. 

None of these men has had any steel experience, except the man 
running it, and they will have to have in the finishing facilities com- 
petent operators, They need them to open up a plant of this size that 
costs $82 million. 

The other one was that with a certificate of necessity we thought 
that pr - ate funds would come in. They were going in to other places. 
We had knowledge of the United States Steel and other people in- 
creasing their facilities. If you gave this same offer to some of those 
companies I wonder if they would take it, and not do it with their 
own funds. 

Mr. Casey. This particular plant is ideally located with respect to 
the facilities that they are proposing to construct ? 

Mr. Ronan. That is right. All of the information we had from 
our engineers and the other engineers is to the effect that the geo 
graphic location is the best location in the United States, because they 
have all of the raw products right there. 

Mr. Casey. Is it the opinion of the review committee that an insuf- 
ficient attempt had been made to secure private financing after the 
‘outbreak of the Korean War, and in the light of the certificate of 
necessity and other circumstances that have transpired since July 
L950 7 

Mr. Ronan. I would not say about the present owners, because I 
do not believe those owners have gone out and raised that money on 
their bid. Probably they could not float an issue today of stock and 
raise the money In a new company of this size. 
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Mr. Casry. Has Mr. Germany, the man that you referred to as hav 
ing had some steel experience, had any experience in the type of pro- 
duction that this new facility would encompass? 

Mr. Ronan. No: but he has been running the blast furnace. That 
is all. 

Mr. Casry. This is a completely new undertaking, this expansion / 

Mr. Ronan. That is right. 

Mr. Casry. I have no further questions. 

Mr. Harpy. Are there any questions from the committee / 

Mr. Lantarr. I have no questions, 

Mr. Casry. That is all I have. 

Mr. Harpy. Thank you very much. 

Mr. Casry. Our next witness is Mr. Creedon. 

Mr. Harpy. Will you stand up and be sworn’ Do you solemnly 
swear that the testimony you are about to give this committee w ill be 
the truth, the whole truth, and nothin eo but the truth, so help you God ¢ 

Mr. Crrepon. I do. 


TESTIMONY OF FRANK R. CREEDON, ASSISTANT ADMINISTRATOR, 
FACILITIES CONSTRUCTION BUREAU, NATIONAL PRODUCTION 
AUTHORITY 


Mr. Casey. And your position is what, Mr. Creedon ‘ 

Mr. Creepvon. Assistant Kieikalabear NPA. in charge of Fa ‘lities 
and Construction Bureau. 

Mr. Casey. Would you give us a brief summary of your background, 
Mr. Creedon / 

Mr. Creepon. A oraduate of Massachusetts Institute of Technology. 
I have followed the engineering and construction business all of ly 
life, specifically, in the last 11 years, came to Washington upon 
request in 1940 to take charge of the War Department program for 
construction of munitions and plants. Something over 54 billion. 

Then was requested by Mr. Jeffers to take charge of building the 
Government synthetic- i ber program. 

Then was requested | Stone Webster Engineering C = to take 
charge of their S410 million atomic-bomb plant at Oak Ridge. Tenn. 

Shortly thereafter was requested to become Federal Housing Expe- 
diter, which I was fora year and a half. 

Then requested to take charge of the desi 
the General Electric Co. of the atomic-bomb | 
some $375 million. 

Then requested by General Harrison to help him out for 50 days. 

Mr. Casty. And when was that last request made, Mr. Creedon ‘ 

Mr. CREEDON. Well, sometime in October or something. 

I make the point “requested.” 

I would also like to make another point. 

At the time that General Harrison requested me to do this I turned 
down two offers, both of which were over $50,000 a year, plus a living 
allowance to help out. 

I would also like to say in every one of these instances in the past 
11 years it was by request. 

In the past 1] years there were other things | pre ferred to do. 

I wish you to know that before you start beating me around. 


Ny - construction for 


at Hanford, Wash.. 
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Mr. Harpy. Well, now, Mr. Creedon, I think the committee appre- 
ciates that sort of a situation. I want to assure you that it is not the 
purpose of the committee to beat you around or anybody else. I do 
not believe that there is any instance in which we have taken unfair 
advantage of any cooperative witness or any other witness, for that 
matter. 

We appreciate your presence. I think you can anticipate the cour- 
tesy which is your due. The committee is going to anticipate coopera- 
tion on your part. 

Mr. Creepon. They will get 100 percent cooperation from me. 

Mr. Harpy. That is fine. Now that we understand ourselves. 

Mr. Benper. I would like to make this comment to Mr. Creedon. 
I have great respect for him and his ability. I have known of his expe- 
rience and his work, but you know, Mr. Creedon, the taxpayers have 
taken an awful beating, and all you have to do is to know how to read 
English and understand that the *y have, on the basis of the testimony 
offered not only by the RFC , but by some of the other witnesses that 
have appeared before these c ommittees. 

Our concern is to see to it that whenever the taxpayers have taken a 
beating that the public knows as much about it as possible. We have 
no desire to pillory you or anybody else. 

Mr. Harpy. All right, Mr. Casey. 

Mr. Casey. Mr. Creedon, in your official position, is it a part of your 
function to pass on both certificates of necessity and loan under the 
Defense Production Act? 

Mr. Creevon. I and my staff recommend in both instances. 

Mr. Casry. And did you have occasion to consider, first, the applica- 
tion for the certificate of necessity in the Lone Star Steel Co. case / 

Mr. Creepon. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Casry. Do you have any records that would indicate the date 
on which that ap lication was met 

Mr. CREEDON. a ; I believe—no; I do not have the date. 

Mr. Casey. Do you none when the certificate was granted? 

Mr. Creevon. December 

Mr. Casey. And was this one of the group of certificates that were 
issued about that time ? 

Mr. Creepon. This was in the first group issued. 

Mr. Casey. Of 48 certificates that were issued ? 

Mr. Creepon. Whatever the number was, approximately that; yes. 

Mr. Casry. Can you give us in your own words something about the 
circumstances under which that group of certificates were issued at 
that time? 

Mr. Creepon. You mean under which Lone Star was issued ? 

Mr. Casey. I mean the whole group—how long had there been dur- 
ing which applications for certificates could be filed; for example, 
when was the first date on which they could be filed ? 

Mr. Creepon. I think the first certificate was filed October 30. 

Mr. Casry. And as of December 9 a group of 48 applications for 
expansion in the steel industry were granted ? 

Mr. Creepon. I believe that is correct. 

Mr. Casey. And Lone Star Steel was one of them ? 

Mr. Creepon. I believe that is correct. 
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Mr. Casey. Do you know what investigation or verification was 
made of the facts and circumstances contained in the applications for 
these certificates ? 

Mr. Creepon. Well, I do know that the Industry Operations Bu- 
reau of NPA had been making careful studies of them and writing 
reports on them, and I also know that in each instance our people, 
myself and two other people, did nothing for 214 months, commencing 
with October 30 but look into such applications involving steel. 

Mr. Casry. And was there some pattern decided upon with respect 
to the issuance of certificates and the percentages to be fixed in the 
certificates ¢ 

Mr. Creepon. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Casey. Could you outline what that pattern was, Mr. Creedon ? 

Mr. Creepon. Yes. We broke our steel facilities into three basic 
categories. One would be the blast-furnace facility which produces 
pig iron. And in that same category we put ore and transportation 
facilities in connection with ore. 

In the second ¢ ategory we put steel ingots, that is, facilities to pro- 
duce steel ingots, the open hearths, and so forth. And also blooming 
and slabbing facilities. 

In another category, we put the finishing or the rolling facilities 
which made the shapes and the plates and the finished products. 

We felt that these should get varying percentages in that there was 
a greater shortage, relatively speaking, in the order in which I have 
listed them, and therefore, there was a greater incentive needed to 
get the facilities in the order that I have listed them. 

After considerable discussion and conferences on the point at 
highest level in NPA and also in NSRB, which was the DPA at the 
time, certain percentages were agreed upon for these three categories, 
namely, the first one, if you want to call it the pig iron and the ore and 
the transportation in connection with ore, and I do not mean boats, 
trackage, so to speak, that got an 85 percent figure. 

The second, which was the ingots and the blooming and the slab- 
bing or facilities closely connected with the production of ingots, 75 
percent. 

And the latter, the finishing facilities, 60 percent. 

Does that answer your question ¢ 

Mr. Casry. Yes: it does. 

Into what category does the Lone Star Steel Co. case fall? 

Mr. Crerepon. The Lone Star is a split. It makes ingots and it 
makes finishing facilities, namely, pipe, so that it hits both. So we 
would take the dollars that are appropriate to each of those facilities 
and get, if you will, an appropriate weighted average percentage for 
the total dollars eligible in the proposed facilities. 

Mr. Casey. There must have been some other factor involved in this 
particular ¢ case, I guess, Mr. Creedon, because that falls within the 
75 percent and the 60 percent figure. 

Mr. Creepon. Yes. I believe from memory that the over-all came 
out at roughly 70 percent for this particular project. And then cer- 
tain additional percentage points were given to make a total of 85 
percent, all following discussion at the highest level of NPA and also 
NSRB, that is, with those people in NSRB charged with the respon- 
sibility for certificates of necessity. 
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This is not an isolated case where certain additional percentage 
points were given. Four or five tax-amortization certificates were 
given from broad memory. They were given for such reasons as this 
was more than the ordinary contribution and, therefore, merited 
additional percentage points. 

One, it was making a tremendous savings in transportation fa- 
cilities. 

I believe that it is demonstrated that it will save 75 percent in 
transportation facilities particularly freight cars which are terribly 
short, because the raw materials and the market are right there in 
Texas and the surrounding States. 

So for that reason we gave certain percentage points. I am only 
CIVING by memory how. 

Mr. Harpy. I would just like to ask you a question in that con 
nection, So your basis for adding those points was not the ultimate 
value of the plant in a normal operation, but was rather the fact that 
it would reduce the need on transportation; is that right ? 

Mr. Creepon. Well, both; in other words, there is not any question 
about the need and the immediate need for the product. And, there- 
fore, the immediate need for the facilities and the immediate need 
for saving in transportation facilities. There 
that. Nobody disputes that. 

Mr. Harpy. I am just trying to see how | ties in with the basic 


s ho question about 


objective of tax amortization. First of all, is to get new facilities 
built as needed. And the ears jf ais though, is de- 


signed to protect those facilities when we get back to a period 
normal operation; is that right ? 

Mr. Creepon. It is basically to give the incentive to get the facilities 
under way now. 

Mr. Harpy. If it is an a proposition, here is a plant that was 
proposed and was designed in 1949. The incentive was there. The 
only ae that was lacking was ci money ; is that right ? 

Mr. Creepon. Well, the tax-amortization certificate, surely, is very 
— ako question about that—in getting the plant constructed. 

Harpy. But my question along that line is this: the original 
oon to build this plant was approved in July of 1949. 

Mr. ("REEDON, | believe SO. 

Mr. Harpy. So this plant had gotten past being in the minds of 
the Lone Star (¢ ‘orp. 

Mr. Creepon. Yes, sit 

Mr. Harpy. It was projected as a normal need / 

Mr. Creepon. Yes, sir; if you wish to; yes, sir. 

Mr. Harpy. Now the only reason that this plant was not started 
in 1949 was because the Lone Star was not able to raise equity capital 
required by the RFC. So how can you say that the increase in the 
percentage of depreciation allowance was an incentive to get the 
plant built ? 

Mr. Creepon. I thought that the tax certificate not only in the Lone 
Star but in all faeilities whose products are needed in the interest of 
defense is an incentive for the owner to get on and do the job. 

Mr. Harpy. I think that is undoubtedly one of the objectives but 
my point is simply this: Certainly there was no incentive needed here. 
The only thing that was needed in this case was money. And you 
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increased your percentage of amortization on the finishing part of 
this pli unt, to give an extra incentive when there was not any incentive 
required; is that right, or is it not ? 

Mr. Creepon. Well, that is your way of construing it. 1 would 
not 

Mr. Harpy. If that is wrong, I would like to be corrected. [ 
understood you to say 

Mr. CREEDON. According to that phi losop! iva great many cer- 
tificates issued, they should not have been issued at all. 

Mr. Harpy. That is entirely possible. 

Mr. Creepon. I mean, pt A to that philosophy which is not 
the intent of the act. 

Mr. Harpy. But did you not say a moment ago that your per- 
centage was increased in order to provide an incentive for the early 
operation of this plant ? 

Mr. Crreepon. Yes. 

Mr. Harpy. Well, now, it has just been demonstrated that so far 
as incentive to build the plant was concerned it was not required. 
The incentive was already there. The only thing that the ownership 
in this case needed was money and this p lant would have been built 
without any certificate of necessity for six amortization at all. Is that 
not correct 4 

Mr. Creepvon. I do not know whether it would have been or not. 

Mr. Harpy. Well, I think that would be a logical assumption con- 
sidering the fact that since July 1949 they had been trying to raise 
money to try to build it. IT am just trying to find out what is the 
real basis. 

I cannot go along with your observation that with respect to the 
finishing part of the plant, your rate of amortization was accelerated 
to provide an incentive. And if that was not the reason, then I would 
like to know what it was. 

Mr. Creepon. Well, the whole theory of the tax-amortization 
is to give tax certificates, if you will, to facilities which are to make 
production which is needed in the interests of national defense. And 
this is such a situation. 

Mr. Harpy. I think that really the basis on which that certificate 
of necessity for rapid tax amortization was passed was as an incentive 
to encourage the construction of these facilities. 

I believe, however, that your regulations with respect to the grant- 
ing of certificates give some indication, at least, that they will be 
considered on the individual merits. 

I just cannot bring myself to understand the basis on which it 
was determined with respect to this plant that an increase beyond that 
average which had been fixed by policy with respect to the finishing 
part of the plant—I cannot bring myself to understand why it was 
considered that had to be raised to provide an incentive to build this 
particular plant. 

Mr. Creepvon. Well. it was felt that it would be of great assistance 
in making the payments under the loan. 

Mr. Harpy. That is a different consideration. 

Mr. Creepon. I am sorry I do not have the three reasons written 
in the recommendations which can be furnished to you. 

Mr. Harpy. You would agree with me, would you not, that insofar 
as this plant is concerned there really was not a need for an incentive? 
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Mr. Creepon. I think probably that that is true, the way you put 
it. 

Mr. Harpy. That is the only conclusion I can arrive at. 

Mr. Creepon. I do not wish to agree, however, that it is not eligible 
for a tax certificate under the law. 

Mr. Harpy. Well, no. 

Mr. Creepon. I do not want that impression to get out. 

Mr. Harpy. I do not want to give that impression, either. That is 
not our contention at all. We are trying, Mr. Creedon, primarily 
to see what is the effect of these certificates and how they are being 
applied. There is not any implication certainly in my part that there 
is anything illegal. Perh: aps I am not in a position to say now that it 
is unwise. I am merely trying to find out what happened and why. 

I cannot for the life of me see where it could have been determined 
by anybody that a certificate for any percentage in connection with 
this particular plant was needed as an incentive to get the plant built. 
There may have been other impelling reasons, but I cannot see that 
the incentive reasoning applies to this plant at all. 

Mr. Creepon. I do not believe the law requires—I do not think that 
the law makes any difference as to granting a certificate of necessity 
for a proposed facility insofar as the incentive motive is concerned, so 
far asthe law isconcerned. I think that the law really deals with this: 
Is the proposed facility one that is needed and will make a product 
needed in the interests of national defense? And if so, then, ac- 
cording to the law the applicant is entitled to a certificate of necessity 
for tax amortization. And according to the Executive order that 
really we work under. 

Mr. Harpy. You will get no argument from me that this was not a 
needed facility. And certainly at the moment. 

Mr. Creepon. Are you questioning the 15 additional percentage 
points over and above the 

Mr. Harpy. Only at the moment. 

Mr. Creepvon. The 70 percent / 

Mr. Harpy. Only at the moment. I am raising a question as to 
why that was done. I do not think it was done from an incentive 
standpoint. Ido not see how it could have been done from an incen- 
tive standpoint. 

Before we get through with these things we are going to concern 
ourselves with the basis for your 60 percent even. 

We are just trying to assemble all of the information, all of the 
facts we can. And the Lone Star Steel was not picked out because 
ve thought anything was wrong with it. 

Mr. Creepon. I take it that in the concern with the 60 percent the 
committee is measuring its judgment against the judgment of the 
people who fixed the percentages. 

Mr. Harpy. Weare not passing judgment. We are not saying that 
the 60 percent is right or is too high or too low. Ido not expect that 
we will take any such position as that. 

We are trying to see what went into making up that 60 percent. At 
least, we will try to see about that, in order that we can get a picture 
of just what is happening under these certificates and what the total 
effect of them is. 

It is purely an objective study. And certainly at the moment I am 
not willing to say that the 60 percent is too high or too low or whether 
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it is right, but I want to know how it was arrived at. Before we get 
through I am going to want to know that. 

And in this particular case this was selected only to illustrate a par- 

ticular type of situation that exists in combination of loans and certi- 
ficates of necessity. We want to see what effect that is having on our 
tax structure and on our revenue as well as on the future. 

It seems to me I have gotten the impression somewhere in the course 
of these hearings that the figure fixed or adjusted was done in part to 
promote equality of treatment as between the individual applicants 
for certificates of necessity. Is that a criterion / 

Mr. Creevon. That was a consideration in the adjustment. 

Mr. Harpy. Can you tell us on this increase, this 15-percent increase, 
if that was one of the considerations; can you tell us what any others 
might have been / 

Mr. Creepon. I think one was because they were small business and 
to encourage them in that. In the steel business Lone Star is small 
business. And to give them additional encouragement. 

I will be very glad, if you do not have a copy of the three reasons 
which made up the additional percentage points, I can furnish that 
to this subcommittee right after lunch. I will be very happy to do so. 

Mr. Harpy. We would like very much to have it. I do not want 
you to get the understanding, the impression, that we are criticizing 
this particular transaction. We are not at the moment at all. We 
are merely trying to find out what is going on. 

(The information referred to is as follows :) 

LONE STAR STEEL Co, 
LONE STAR, TEX. 

Open-hearth shop, rolling mill, pipe-manufacturing plant, 350,000 tons per year 
steel tubular products. 

Cost : $74,425,000. 


Not started: No replacements. 


Certificate percentage 


Open-hearth furnaces, $16,712,900 at 75 percent , . $12, 534, 675 
Soaking pits and rolling mill, $27,506,848 at 75 percent 20, 680, 136 
Pipe mill, $29,205,453 at 60 percent dha an . 17,523, 272 


Total, $73,425,201 at 69 percent. 


ADDITIONAL PERCENTAGE POINTS ALLOWED BECAUSE OF UNUSUAL CONDITIONS AND 
REASONS THEREFOR 


(1) Incentive for participation by small business. (Applicant is a small, non- 
integrated producer within the steel industry proposing to expand capacity and 
achieve partial integration of operations. ) 

(2) Incentive for promotion of competitive enterprise. (Applicant is now 
making steel products and has no corporate relationship with existing companies 
in the steel industry. ) 

(3) Alleviation of regional shortage. (Applicant will provide a significant 
increase in steel ingot and tubular steel capacity within a region which is a major 
consumer and in which requirements are greatly in excess of production; in 
addition, a large number of freight cars, in short supply, and presently engaged 
in transporting pipe and pig iron, will be released for other uses. ) 

(4) Assistance in effecting Federal loan assistance under title III, section 
302, of the National Defense Production Act. (Applicant has applied for a 
direct Federal loan.) Total, 16 percent. Total, $73,425,201 at 69 percent plus 
16=85 percent. 
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RECOMMENDATION 


It is recommended that a necessity certificate be issued on TA 388. Per cent, 85. | 

Cost estimated by applicant as of date of application: $73,425,201, covering | 
facilities described in appendix A consisting of 196 pages and 1 drawing. 

Date: December 7, 1950. | 


Director, Facilities Clearance Staff. 


Mr. Casry. While we are on the subject, however, it is true that 
certificates of necessity are issued under the Revenue Act of 1950. 

Mr. Creepon. That is right. 

Mr. Casey. And that the policy voverning the issuance of certifi- 
cates of necessity has been formulated in conjunction with the Defense 
Production Act of 1950. 

Mr. Crerpon. That is right. 

Mr. Casey. And in determining whether or not a particular facility 
is eligible for a certificate of necessity the first consideration is whether 
or not they are producing goods that will be necessary for national 
defense purposes. 

Mr. Creepon. That is right. As we say, it is the product, the pro- 
posed product necessary in the interests of national defense. 

Mr. Casey. And then in the preliminary aspects of this study that 
went on prior to December 9, 1950, was some determination made that 
each application in this field, in these three separate parts of the 
steel industry, would ipso facto become eligible for certificates of 
necessity ¢ 

Mr. Creepon. You mean, was a determination made as to whether 
in each of the particular applications the proposed product was 
deemed necessary in the interests of national defense? And two, in 
order to obtain said product it Was necessary to build the proposed 
facilities? Yes. 

Mr. Casey. In fixing the percentage in each one of these three parts 
of the steel industry could you outline briefly what factors governed 
the fixing of those percentages / 

Mr. Crerpon. As I said, we had several meetings with people of 
higher authority than me in both the NPA and the DPA, in which we 
discussed the entire picture and came up with these particular per- 
centages for the categories which were outlined. 

Mr. Casty. Is that Mr. Symington ¢ 

Mr. Creepon. If you want to get right down to it, you might call 
them arbitrarily percentages, because there are so many unknowns. 

We do not know what the economy is going to be. There are so many 
unknowns in this thing that there is no way of figuring a precise p 
mathematical formula. 

Mr. Casey. First of all, there are not too many people in higher 
authority than vou, in either the NPA or the NSRB, are there, Mr. 

Creedon ¢ 

Mr. Creepon. I thought there were before today ; ves. 

Mr. Harpy. Tell us who they are. 

Mr. Creepon. Well, we discussed these with, I might say. Mr. 

Me ‘O°. . 

Mr. Harpy. He is not in higher authority, is he? 

Mr. Creepon. Equal. And with General Harrison and with Mr. 
Woodside who is in charge of the tax amortization for Mr. Stuart 
Symington. And I have reason to believe that Mr. Woodside dis- 
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cussed them with Mr. Stuart Symington who signed these certificates 
and issued these certificates. 

Mr. Harpy. Mr. Symington, did he participate in any of the dis- 
cussions on this particular point that you know of ¢ 

Mr. Creepon. Not on the broad, over-all fixing of percentages. Or, 
first, on how to attack the problem and, subsequently, on the actual 
fixing of the percentages. To my knowledge, no. 

Mr. Casey. Mr. ot ie gpee as I remember it, did not come into the 
picture until December 1, or did he participate in some of these dis- 
cussions prior to his actu: q taking office ? 

Mr. Creepon. No. I do not believe he participated in the discus- 
sions prior to his taking office. 

Mr. Casey. Then any discussions he took part in were from Decem- 
ber 1 to December 9, is that so? 

Mr. Creepon. If those—whenever he took office; yes, sir. 

Mr. Harpy. I would just like to check on this 60-percentage figure 
and the 85-percentage figure and the others that were selected, I believe 
one in-between. What was the reason for selecting a flat figure to be 

applicable to each of the three types of steel expansion ¢ 

Mr. Creepon. I think that one good reason is where conditions 
were the same to give equal treatment to all applicants. Do not think 
we have not had a rough time with applicants on the matter of per- 
centages on not only steel but lots of others, because they did not 
get a higher percentage. And one thing that has helped us is to be 
in a position to say under like situations and circumstances we gave 
applicants the same treatment. 

Mr. Harpy. It was essentially then an effort to promote equity as 
among people who would build plants? 

Mr. Creepon. That is right. 

Mr. Harpy. In that connection let me just make an assumption and 
see what happens to the question of equity. 

It has been pointed out in this particular case the loan application 
was approved in July of 1949. 

Let us assume that there might have been before the RFC a request 
for a loan from some other company at the same time. And both of 
them had been approved. 

The other company had met its conditions and had built its plant. 
It would not be eligible for any tax amortization loan, would it? I 
mean, tax amortization certificate. 

Mr. Creepon. I am sorry. You will have to repeat the latter part 
of the question. 

Mr. Harpy. Take this particular plant. Suppose they had been 
able to raise their money which the RFC had required and had started 
building that plant in July or August of 1949. They would not be 
eligible for any accelerated amortization ? 

Mr. Creepon. Yes, they would. 

Mr. Harpy. On what basis? 

Mr. CREEDON. Under the executive order, that portion of the cost 
of the plant after January 1, 1950, is eligible for tax amortization. 

Mr. Harpy. To get the kind of an ex: up le that I want to get, then 
I would have to go back further. We would have to assume that it 
had been completed before January 1, 1950. 

Mr. Creepon. Then it would not be eligible. 
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Mr. Harpy. It would not be eligible ? 

Mr. Creepon. No. 

Mr. Harpy. I am asking you whether we wind up with an equitable 
situation. Undoubtedly plants perhaps not in connection with steel 
but in connection with other items for which accelerated amortization 
certificates are available, I suspect that Wwe will find that we have had 
plants that did expand and got them completed just before January 1, 
1950. Now their competitors come along and get accelerated amortiza- 
tion. 

Mr. Creepon. That is in accordance with the law. 

Mr. Harpy. I understand that. 

Mr. Crerepon. Yes. 

Mr. Harpy. We are talking about equity now. We still have not 
accomplished equity, have we? 

Mr. Creepon. I think we have done the best we could under the 
existing law. 

Mr. Casey. Mr. Creedon, the statute does attempt to determine and 
to delineate some criteria in connection with the fixing of certificates 
of necessity, does it not 2 

Mr. Creepon. That is right. 

Mr. Casey. And do you have offhand the criteria that the statute 
itself specifies, the Revenue Act of 1950? 

Mr. Creepon. I do not have it with me, no. 

Mr. Casey. It does say that only such portion of the amount of the 
adjusted base of the fac ility constructed after December 31, 1949, shall 
be certified where it is found necessary in the interests of national 
defense during the emergency ¢ 

Mr. Creevon. That is right. 

Mr. Casey. And only such portion of such amount as such authority 
certifies attributable to defense purposes. 

Mr. Creepon. That is right. 

Mr. Casey. So that the statute itself attempts to outline certain 
criteria which will be followed in the issuance of certificates in the 
first instance, and in the fixing of the percentage in the second. 

Mr. Creepon. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Casey. And pursuant to the statute certain regulations have 
been issued, presumably to govern the fixing of the percentage and 
the certificates, as well as the issuance of the certificates? 

Mr. Creepon. The executive order of the President. 

Mr. Casey. I think it was issued by the NSRB governing certificates 
of necessity under the executive order—I am referring to that. 

Mr. Creepon. I see. In implementing it. 

Mr. Casry. Implementing the Executive order. 

Mr. Creepon. That is right. 

Mr. Casey. One of the factors to be considered in the fixing of the 
percentage, as I construe this regulation, is the economic usefulness of 
the facility after the 5-year period. 

Mr. Creevon. That is right. 

Mr. Casey. What other factors, assuming for example that the fa- 
cility is determined to be eligible for a certificate in the first place— 
what factors govern the fixing of the percentage itself other than the 
economic usefulness of the plant after the 5-year period 

Mr. Creepvon. Well, I would say that the degree of incentive prob- 
ably would be another consideration. 
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Mr. Casry. Well, now, is it the policy to fix the percentage in the 
certificate in such amount as in the opinion of the NPA or the NSRB 
is necessary to attract that private capital into the defense picture? 

Mr. Creepon. Generally speaking, I would say “Yes.” . 

Mr. Casry. Is there any connection between the amount of amorti- 
zation that a plant owner is pernitted to write off for tax purposes 
and what you might ¢ all a true business cost of that outfit doing busi- 
ness during that year 

Mr. Creepon. No, stad se it all on what appears to be the profit: able 
outlook after 5 years, plus, in our oar nt, the incentive needed. 

Mr. Casry. Going back a little bit in the history of these certificates 
of necessity, were they originated some time in the early part of World 
War II? 

Mr. Creepvon. I believe so. 

Mr. Casry. And do you know anything about the circumstances 
under which it was determined that jam certificates of necessity 
would take the place of the determination by the Bureau of Intern: al 
Revenue for fixing nape agent on on war p ylants? 

Mr. Creepon. No,sir. I donot know. They gave 100 percent prob- 
ably in every case in World War II, just like that. 

Mr. Casry. Then you do not feel that in giving a percentage certifi- 
cate in 85 percent that that represents a finding that that plant has 
only got 15 percent economic usefulness after the 5-year emergency 
period is over? 

Mr. Creepon. If I could do that, I would not be here. I would be 
the wealthiest man in the world in charge of Wall Street. 

Mr. Casey. All I am asking is whether or not that is a finding. 

Mr. CREEDON. You cannot reduce this thing to such precise arith- 
metic and forecast. You have got to exe reise judeme nt. And in the 

case of the steel industry we set arbitrary percentages for various types 

of fac ilities. There is nobody that can forecast what is the outlook 
for the profitab le use of these facilities down to that precise 5 years 
hence. I wish we could. 

Mr. Harpy. Do I understand that if that is what the law in the 
regulation requires, then they have imposed an impossible responsi- 
bility on the administrative branch ? 

Mr. Creepvon. No. I think that we have got to exercise our best 
judgment. I do not think that it was the intent of the law that we 
get precisely to the percentage figures as counsel has stated it. We 
have got to exercise our judgment. If so, no certificates could be issued 
in many facilities, because nobody knows. 

Mr. Harpy. I certainly recognize that it is the judgment factor that 
has the play in here. 

Mr. Crrepon. Certainly. 

Mr. Harpy. But is not the finding in effect that the judgment of 
those who pass on it, that is, this particular plant will be only 15 per- 
cent useful at the end of 5 years? 

Mr. Creepon. You are talking about steel plants. Because of the 
great unknown I could not say that we, therefore, have concluded. 
I cannot agree with the premise you draw. According to the theory 
of precision your premise and your conclusion do not follow. 

Mr. Harpy. I will not be able to argue engineering with you, but 
if I understand this thing correctly, when a percentage is fixed, it is 
determined to be that proper percentage based on judgment, is that 
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not, insofar as the language of the statute 1s concerned, supposed to 
represent the judgment of the people who approve that certificate ; 
in their Judgment, who ap proved it, is that not supposed to represent 
its usefulness at the end of the 5-year period insofar as they can see it ? 

Mr. Creepon. Insofar as they can see, I think that would be; yes. 

Mr. Harpy. So that when you fix an 85 percent amortization cer- 
tificate, following the language of the law, you have, in effect, made 

determination that in looking at the picture 5 years in advance, 
you consider that plant will be 15 percent useful at the end of the 5 
years. 

Mr. Creevon. I cannot agree with that. I wish I could, but we 
are unable to predict a forecast with that precision. I know that you 
are trying to go backward and draw that conclusion, but I cannot 
allow myself to be pinned in that answer. No. 

Mr. Harpy. I would like to have you in your words say just what 
the 15 percent left over represents, because I am trying to figure it out 
under the act. It says taking into account the usefulness of the plant 
at the expiration of the accelerated taxes. I think the act contem- 
plates that the officials making the determination of the percentage 
of the certificate are clairvoyant, perhaps, but if I understand the 
statute correctly, the net effect is that it says you shall grant your 
certificate on this basis and you have got to estimate what the v alue, 
the usefulness of the plant is after the emergency. Is that not about 
what it says? 

Mr. Creepon. Yes. Of course, knowing that it is impossible to 
estimate. 

Mr. Harpy. I asked if you had an impossible act. 

Mr. Creevon. No; I do not say we have an impossible act. To 
precisely fix percentages in, if you will, the steel industry, as I an- 
swered, if I could do that I would probably be the brightest person in 
America, or the biggest fool, I do not know which, but I think we are 
expected to use our judgment because I think notwithstanding the 
limitations of that act, so far as you get down to the fine points of 
arithmetic, we had : “at serious obligation to get certificates issued 
to the steel plants to ir steel plants under construction so that they 
would come into production. 

Mr. Harpy. We will have to adjourn soon. 

Mr. Benper. Mr. Creedon, you know, I did not take this job that 
I have here by request. I wanted it because I enjoy it. I have been 
requested to take other jobs at good pay. I have been in business 
some, Too. 

[ do not know anything about the steel business except that my 
constituents are burned up about it. In fact the last letter I opened 
from a constituent said, “How do you spell steel?” Do you under- 
stand ¢ j 

And when I receive bundles of mail from my people back home 
wondering what this is all about here, and when they read about a 
steel company here that the taxpayers paid $30 million for sold to a 
private group for $6,340,000, then they come along and ask the Gov- 
ernment for a loan of 30 or 40 or 50 million dollars more in order to 
finance that project, they want to know what the score is. You can 
appreciate how Members of Congress feel. 


Mr. Creepon. Yes. 
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Mr. Benper. I have no quarrel with vou, his friend. I have oreat 
respect for you, but when you lose patience with us, you can under 
stand how our constituents lose patience with us, too. 

And so we are in the middle. We are try ing to get off this hot seat. 

Mr. Harpy. Do any other members of the committee have anything 
to say ¢ 

We will have to adjourn for this morning. Does anyone have any 
questions before we break up / 

Mr. Suetitey. IT cannot help but ask one question of Mr. Creedon. 
I want to clear up my own thinking based on one answer that he 
gave. [sort of got an impression that I hope lam w rong on. 

Do you not think, Mr. Creedon, that this committee has a perfect 
right to go into this situation with DPA or NPA and ask what the 
procedure is, What the background is? 

Mr. Creepon. Certainly. 

Mr. Suevitey. How certificates of necessity are granted and why? 

Mr. Creepon. Certainly, certainly. I simply wish that the com- 
mittee would prepare a comprehensive list of questions that they 
wanted answered and we will get together the people in DPA and 
NPA and just as quickly as possible give you the full answers im- 
mediately to those questions, everything and anything you want. 

When you call us up Friday night at 5 o'clock and say, “Appear 
here at 10 o'clock Mond: ay morning,” or call us up in other instances 
just before the hearing, it is kind of rough. It is kind of rough on 
the people in my organization who are pretty well worn out and so 
forth and so on. If it is information to pertinent questions that you 
want we will be very happy to either appear here in testimony—I will— 
and answer anything that I can to the extent that Tecan and gladly. 

Mr. Harpy. I want to make one observation. 

I dislike to interrupt you at this point, but before we opened the 
first hearings on this particular subject of certificates of necessity 
I addressed a letter to General Harrison and I told him that we wanted 
to discuss this case and the Hazleton case specifically. I asked him 
to have available for us people who could testify on these cases. 

Now it cannot be stated that anybody in the executive department 
has not had ample notice that we wanted information on this particu- 
lar case that we are taking up this morning. That happened at least 
2 or 3 weeks ago. So there has been ample notice as to that. 

Now as to the scheduling of the meeting, perhaps it is a little hasty 
for some of the people to be told on a Friday afternoon to appear be- 
fore a committee on Monday morning. You got your notice at the 
same time that the members of this committee got their notice, because 
we have to operate on a basis that when we can get a chance to sit we 
may do so. And while I sympathize with the people down in the 
agencies in connection with the demands that are made on them, we 
have some demands and some responsibilities that we have to fill, too. 

And if you have not had ample notice for this particular hearing, 
I am extremely sorry, but I think that you could answer the summons 
just as easily as the members of the committee could get here. 

The eee yk will have to recess now to reconvene tomorrow 
morning. Mr. Casey will notify the appropriate people of the place 
and the people th at will be needed. 

(Whereupon, at 12:30 p. m., the subcommittee adjourned, to recon- 
vene on Tuesday, April 10, 1951, at 10 a.m.) 
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House or ReprResENTATIVES, 
SUBCOMMITTEE ON GOVERNMENT OPERATIONS 
OF THE COMMITTEE ON EXPENDITURES 
IN THE Execurive DerartTMENTs, 
Washington. D.C. 

The subcommittee met, pursuant to adjournment, at 10:15 a. m., in 
room 429, Old House Office Building. Representative Porter Hardy, 
Jr., presiding. 

Present: Representatives Hardy (presiding), Shelley, Lantaff, 
Riehlman, and Meader. 

Also present ; Ralph E. ( asey, counsel for the subcommittee. 

Mr. Harpy. Let the subcommittee come to order. 

At one of our sessions a short while ago Mr. Benjamin S. Dowd, 
president of the Hazleton Steel & Tubing Corp., requested an oppor- 
tunity to testify. He has since submitted a statement for the con- 
sideration of the subcommittee, and without objection it will be incor- 
porated in the record at this point. 

(The prepared Statement submitted by Mr. Dowd is as follows:) 


STATEMENT OF BENJAMIN S. Dowp 


My name is Benjamin S. Dowd. I am president of Hazleton Steel & Tubing 
Corp. I desire to correct the erroneous statements which have been made about 
me and that corporation in the course of these hearings 

Mr. Leyda asserted that the corporation’s application for necessity certificate 
and its loan application contained a misrepresentation in that it was stated that 


Bethlehem Steel Co. would be a source of pig iron. There had been three 
sources of pig iron mentioned by us. We could not get formal commitments until 
an order was placed. Bethlehem Steel was one of the sources mentioned. Mr. 
Stanley Slocum, Bethlehem’s representative for the Wilkes-Barre area, in which 


we are located, and I discussed possible needs of pig iron for this project last 
fall. I have placed large steel orders with Bethlehem over the years through 
Mr. Slocum, Mr. Daniels, Mr. Smiley, and others, all of Bethlehem Steel. Mr. 
Slocum advised me that, although the pig-iron situation was tight, if we found 
we would require pig iron everything possible would be done to make this avail- 
able, as Bethlehem, he, and I had worked out tighter situations than this over 
the years. That was enough for me, and I am sure Mr. Leyda would have 
accepted this assurance under similar circumstances. Since our electrie fur- 
naces are to be operated on substantially a 100-percent scrap charge, the 
availability of pig iron is no longer material 

Mr. Leyda charged me with misstatements as to my directorship in Penn- 
sylvania Manufacturers Association I was a director of the Pennsylvania 
Manufacturers Association, Luzerne County branch, from 1947 through October 
1950. This was confirmed by that organization on April 5 by telegraphic advice 


at my request. In response to a request, after the loan application had been 
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completed, for a complete historical report on myself from my birth to 1950, 
I dictated the data over the telephone to a stenographer. This was attached to 
the loan application, and I did not notice until Thursday, while Mr. Leyda was 
giving his testimony, that the words “Luzerne County branch” had been omitted 
after the words “Pennsylvania Manufacturers Association.” 


Mr. Harvy. Who is your first witness this morning 4 


Mr. Casry. Mr. McCoy, did you have a supplementary statement 
that vou would like to Td nt to the subcommittee ¢ 
Mi McCoy. Yes. sir: I do. 


Mr. Harpy. Come on up, Mr. MeCoy. Mr. McCoy, I believe you 
have been previously sworn, haven't you / 

Mr. McCoy. Yes, sir: I have. 

Mr. Harpy. Have a seat. 


FURTHER TESTIMONY OF H. B. McCOY, ASSISTANT ADMINISTRA- 
TOR, NATIONAL PRODUCTION AUTHORITY 


Mr. McCoy. Mr. Chairman, at the last time I appeared before this 
subcommittee two questions were asked which I could not answer at 
the time, and I now have the answers to those two questions, and with 
your permission I would like to read the statement. 

Mr. Harpy. Well, that is fine, Mr. McCoy. Just go ahead and 
proceed. 

Mr. McCoy. At the hearing on Thursday, April 5, you asked for 
certain informations which I said I would provide to the committee. 
You inquired (a) whether the recommendation of 48 amortization 
app ylications to the National Secw ity Resources Board by the Na 
tional Production Authority shortly before December 13, 1950, in- 
cluded all of the applications then pending for amortization of new 
steel expansion, and (6) which applications were reported unfavor- 
ably by the Iron and Steel Division of NPA. 

According to my records, the 48 cases recommended to NSRB 
included all but two of the steel expansion applications then pending 
in NPA. Both of these latter ap yplic ations involved speci al policy 
questions which were not resolved until a later date; one involved a 
substantial quantity of tin plate capacity, and the other, a purchase 
of existing facilities rather than the construction of a new pl: int. The 
48 cases included 32 applications for various steel expansion facilities 
and 16 applications involving refractories, largely for use in steel- 
making. 

All of the 48 applications had been assigned to the Iron and Steel 
Division for study. On 37 of these, favorable reports from that Divi- 
sion had already been submitted at the time of the conference on the 
steel expansion applications to which I referred in my testimony. 
Investigations indicating favorable action had already been completed 
w'th respect to eight other ap plications. 

Of the original 48 cases, 3 were eventually reported unfavorably by 
the Steel Division: Hazleton Steel & Tubing Corp., Hazleton, Pa. 
Green River Steel Corp., Owensboro, Ky.; and West Virginia Steel & 
Manufacturing Co., Huntington, W. Va. The first two are new com- 
panies, the third is a small steel company which has been in business 
about 40 years. The estimated cost value of the proposed facilities 
for these three companies is about $18 million, out of a total of almost 
$500 million for the group of 48 recommended at that time. 
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It is necessary to recall that, in the period under review, a national 
emergency had just been declared and that, while our internal pro- 
cedures were necessarily still being developed and organized at this 
early stage of the program, there was a pressing and overwhelming 
need for getting steel expansion under way as rapidly as possible to 
meet defense net eds. 

Virtually all of the applications in the initial group recommended 
to NSRB were from large and long-established firms in the steel in- 
dustry. Only a few applications were from independent producers 
and from those who wished to establish a new steel-making business. 
As required by the NSRB regulations relating to the issuance of 
certificates of necessity, it has been our consistent policy to encourage 
the development of new and smal] business enterprises 1h steel as In 
other industries. 

I should like, at this point, to underline for your attention the 
nature of the privilege involved in an amortization certificate. In 
and of itself, it involves no Government financing nor any commitment 
whatever as to Government financing. “a aes permits a company, 
for income tax purposes, to ¢ ‘he arge off against its income during the 
first 5 years some of the depreciation on a new facility which would 
not normally be charged off until subsequent years. The effect of 
the ch: arge-ofl is to reduce the company s taxable income in the 5 vear 
period by the difference between the amount permitted as accelerated 
depreciation and the amount which would have been permitted as nor- 
mal depreciation. 

Consequently, in order to be of value to the company and to make 
any difference to the Government so far as the deferral of tax revenues 
is concerned, the facilities must not only be operated successfully in 
the normal financial sense, but at a profit before taxes large enough 
to take up the increased amount of depreciation which is permitted 
by the certificate. Under these circumstances, and in view of the 
urgent need for steel expansion, it was our opinion that there was 
no practical reason from a tax standpoint for refusing the tax amorti- 
zation privilege to the independents and newcomers. Furthermore, in 
each of the three cases involving independents or newcomers on which, 
as previously stated, unfavorable reports were received from the 
Steel Division, the company—either at the time of filing of the ap- 
plication or subsequently—submitted information listing the ex- 
perienced personnel which would serve as the core of the management 
for the proposed facilities. 

I might add that in the issuance of these certificates, the regulations 
clearly provide that the Government may (1) cancel any necessity 
certificate where it has been obtained by fraud or misrepresentation, 
or (2) amend any certificate for sufficient cause. Thus, if material 
representations accepted in good faith turn out to be unfounded, full 
protection of the Government interest is provided. 

After reviewing these cases, I am still of the opinion that, aside from 
the question of possible misrepresentations—which we are studying 
care fully—the re ports of the Steel Division do not prov ide an adequi ite 
justification for denial of tax amortization certificates in these cases. 

1 believe that our action was justified. It represented a sincere and 
conscientious effort on our part to discharge our responsibilities faith- 
fully and effectively in the national interest. 
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Mr. Harpy. Thank you, Mr. McCoy, for a very clear statement. It 
raises just one or two questions in my mind. 

Did I understand you to indicate that in the initial stages with 
respect to the granting of certificates of necessity, you did not require, 
did not feel it necessary to require evidence of experienced, capable 
management ¢ 

Mr. McCoy. The applications were filed and were examined. Where 
we felt on our examination that a good case had been made for the con- 
struction of a new facility, and where it appeared to us that the man- 
agement either had at that time as incorporated in their application 
or were intending to provide competent technical personnel to either 
construct or operate the plant, we took that on good faith at the 
moment. 

Now, it is true we did investigate in some detail later either by my 
particular office or the Facilities Bureau did some time later investi- 
gate some of these cases more intensely with respect to certain aspects. 
I am speaking now of the original 48 cases where perhaps it was not 
possible to conduct all the detailed examination that was necessary at 
that time, but remember the great majority of the cases were from well- 
established companies who had been in the steel business a great many 
years and are presumed, of course, to have competent management. 

The smaller companies which I referred to here, two of them being 
new, had at least set forth in their application that they intended to 
acquire or did have to acquire necessary competent personnel, expe- 
rienced in steel-making. 

Mr. Harpy. So that where the application by a newly organized 
company indicated that they intended to acquire experienced person- 
nel, both technical and administrative, it was your policy to just take 
that on good faith and issue a certificate pending the selection of their 
personnel ? 

Mr. McCoy. I might point out that I believe in two of these three 
cases, one was an established plant, of course, the West Virginia Co.; 
the Green River was a new company whose proposal was submitted by 
a group of experienced technicians, operators and constructors of steel 
plants. 

The Hazleton case was submitted by a group which had experience 
in business, that is, the actual proponents, but we understood from 
discussion with them prior to the issuance of the certificate that the 
necessary technical people, of course, would be hired wherever they 
were needed, and I would assume that in any case where a substantial 
investment is to be made in a facility, that the competent technical 
personnel would be secured and they are available. 

Mr. Harpy. Well, now, that would be an assumption which might 
have pretty good foundation if the sponsors of the business had sub- 
stantial investment of their own, but I do not know whether that 
assumption would hold up if the sponsors had very little at stake 
individually. 

Mr. McCoy. Well, of course, Mr. Chairman, I believe there is a little 
different approach in the case of the certificate for amortization and 
that of the loan. 

Mr. Harpy. I understand, but there is very little point in granting 
a certificate of accelerated tax amortization to a business that does not 
have too much promise of being successful ; is that right ? 
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Mr. McCoy. Well, as I pointed out, if they are unable to either con- 
struct or operate the plant, of course the certificate is of no value to 
them. 

Mr. Harpy. It is not of any value to them or to the Government, 
either. 

Mr. McCoy. That is quite true. The facility would not be built, 
but as far as the Government is concerned there would be no deferral 
of taxes involved in a facility that did not operate profitably or did 
not operate at all. 

Mr. Harpy. It might involve the use of a considerable amount of 
critical materials in the construction of an unsuccessful venture. 

Mr. McCoy. That is quite true, and the NPA is now considering the 
question of providing critical materials to new facilities in terms 
of the need for the facility and whether or not they might be success- 
ful, but there is that one point that amortization certificates granted 
to new enerprises, while it does not carry any assurance that the 
Government is going to help them secure materials or even provide 
them with materials to construct the plant, that these new facilities 
do make a drain on scarce materials. 

Mr. Harpy. That is right. The amount of material that goes into 
that plant takes it out from our total regardless of whether or not the 
Government has granted any priority or any assistance in the pro- 
curement of that material. 

Mr. McCoy. Of course, the amortization certificate is not a permit 
to build. 

Mr. Harpy. I understand that, Mr. McCoy. but from a practical 
standpoint where the Government once takes part in a projected enter- 
prise, it is unlikely that any other governmental agency will buck 
that particular proposition. For instance, the granting of a certifi- 
cate in itself is a stimulus, is it not, toward the granting of a loan? 

Mr. McCoy. I would not think so, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Harpy. Well, I think what little evidence we have had before 
us would seem to me to indicate that. The two sort of go hand in 
hand. Ina measure, one supports the other; is that not right? 

Mr. McCoy. My own personal view, the granting of a permission 
by the Government to amortize more rapidly than otherwise does not 
in any way commit the Government to make any loan to that facility 
at all, and I would think that the Government would consider the two 
things entirely different, that it might be a good thing in one case 
for the Government to help a facility with a loan and not desirable 
in another case. 

Mr. Harpy. Of course, the fact that a certificate for tax amortiza- 
tion has been granted puts the company in a better position to meet 
payments on its loans if a loan is granted; is that not correct ? 

Mr. McCoy. That is helpful, of course. The amortization does 
permit the company to pay back its loan, perhaps, in a shorter period 
than it would otherwise. 

Mr. Harpy. And is it not true also that some of the same personnel, 
Government personnel, that perform a service of background study 
and analyses in connection with the granting of certificates performs 
a similar function in connection with the granting of loans? 

Mr. McCoy. Yes; that is true. 

Mr. Harpy. So to say that you can completely disassociate one with 
the other to me seems to be a little difficult. 
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Mr. McCoy. I would say that in the case of the loan the Govern- 
ment is taking a financial interest, a direct financial interest involv- 
ing the use of public funds to put into the enterprise at the time the 
facility is being constructed. That, to me, is quite a different matter 
than the tax amortization. 

Mr. Harpy. From a practical standpoint where the same people are 
considering the same plan from two aspects, one, the granting of a 
certificate for tax amortization, and the other, the granting of a loan, 
is it possible for an individual to completely disassociate the two in 
his mind when he is working on both of them 4 

Mr. McCoy. No; it isn’t, Mr. Chairman. The basis of granting 
amortization is the need for the facility in connection with our defense 
program. The decision with respect to a loan under section 302 of the 
Defense Production Act is also partly the need for the facility in 
connection with the defense program. 

Mr. Harpy. And the information assembled in connection with one 
is interlocking with the information necessary in connection with the 
other, is it not ? 

Mr. McCoy. It has to be, because fundamentally you are dealing 
with the economics of a particular facility. 

Mr. Harpy. So that when you have established data in support of a 
certificate of tax amortization, you have similarly established a con- 
siderable portion of the data which will be required in connection 
with the granting of a loan ? 

Mr. McCoy. That = true, but that is only a part of the considera 
tion for the loan, Mr. Chairman, in my view. 

Mr. Harpy. That is only a part of it, and I recognize that you have 
a responsibility and presumably you are discharging that respon- 
sibility to consider each phase of this thing on its individual merits. 

Mr. McCoy. That is right. 

Mr. Harpy. But for the life of me I do not see how the same people 
handling these two functions can completely divorce their thinking 
on one from their thinking on the other. 

Mr. McCoy. Well, I do not think they do, Mr. Chairman, quite 
obviously, but the other factors involved in the loan 

Mr. Harpy. In other words, having considered a certificate for tax 
amortization, is it not virtually impossible to discard that and be com- 
pletely objective about a loan application ? 

Mr. McCoy. I think we have granted certificates and turned down 
loans / 

Mr. Harpy. Can you name a case like that ? 

Mr. McCoy. I believe Mr. Creedon could answer that, but it is my 
impression we have done so. 

Mr. Harpy. I am going to ask Mr. Creedon that, I reckon. I be- 
lieve that it may be true that you have granted certificates, indicating 
at the time that ‘they were gr: anted that you would not grant a loan, and 
that si bsequently and perhaps currently consideration of granting 
a loan on that particular facility is in process. Do you know whether 
such a situation exists ? 

Mr. McCoy. No: I do not at the moment, if I understand your ques- 
tion correctly, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Harpy. Well, I am getting off the track a little, but I am going 
to do it just to clear up this point. In the New England Steel case a 
certificate of necessity was granted ; is that right ? 
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Mr. McCoy. Yes, sll 
Mr. Harpy. Do you know whether in connection with that case 

there was any expressed or implied position on the part of NPA or 
NSRB that no loan would be granted on the plant ‘ 

Mr. McCoy. At the time the New England Steel case was under 
consideration for a certificate for amortization, there was no considera- 
tion given at that time to a loan. Asa matter of fact. L believe, as I 
rec ‘all the application, it is stated that Government funds, or it was 
not contemplated to request Government funds in connection with the 
financing. 

I do not recall that there was any discussion of fap any Gov- 
ernment loan would be made at that time, certainly not by the NPA 
group that I was associated witli the question of w hether or not a 
Government loan would be made there was never discussed by us. 

Mr. Harpy. You had no knowledge that the question of a loan in 
connection with New England Steel was ever discussed at the time 
consideration was given to the certificate of necessity 4 

Mr. McCoy. I think there was some speculation, as I knew about it 
at the time the amortization was under consideration as to whether or 
not this enterprise would finally need some Government financing in 
order to get going, but I did not knew of any facts about whether 
they intended, the enterprise intended, to come in for a Government 
loan or not. 

Mr. Harpy. Do you know whether there is an application for a loan 
in New England Steel at this time / 

Mr. McCoy. No, sir: I do not, I have not seen one. 

Mr. Harpy. That is all I am going to pursue on that. Any ques- 
tions / 

Mr. Casey. Mr. McCoy, aside from the Government financing, you 
recognize, do you not, that the certificates of necessity are a very ap- 
propriate vehicle for the applicant to secure private financing / 

Mr. McCoy. Yes; I understand it is quite an incentive to attract 
private financing because of the short amortization period. 

Mr. Casey. You recognize further that while t] 


the issuance of the 
certificate of necessity does not involve any direct G 


overnment finane- 
ing, that if the company makes excess profits over the d-year period, 
the end result is that the certificate of necessity enables the comp: ny 
to retain moneys that otherwise would be paid into the Treasury as 
taxes / 

Mr. McCoy. That is right. It is retaining ot moneys that other- 
wise would have been paid for taxes, or if you wil 
until a later time. 

The theory, as I understand it, is it is more or less a deferral of 
taxes, and if the amortization i fee sleted within the 5-year period, of 
course, the taxes obviously will be higher, assuming the company 
can continue to operate profitably, will be higher at the end of that 
period and that the Government eventually in theory does recover 
the full amount of the tax. 

Mr. Casey. Well, now, haven't you left out a couple of assumptions 
that are very material, namely, that an excess profits tax will still be 
in existence after the D-year period, and that the rate of earnings of 


the company will still be as high after the 5-year emergency period 
as during the 5-year period / 





, a deferral of taxes 
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Mr. McCoy. That gets into complicated tax computations which I 


am not competent to discuss. If you will make the assumption, one, 
that ere will be a continu: ition of excess- profits tax after the end of 
the 5-year period, and that the company continues to operate at a 
high I vel of profit, then that condition you mentioned would oceur., 

Mr. Casey. If you make those assumptions, then you do have a 


deferral of taxes, but unless those assumptions are made, then the 
certificate enables the applicant to recoup during a period of high 
earnings and high tax rates, and pay taxes back on his plant later 
when the tax rate is lower and his earnings are lower. 

Mr. McCoy. That is right, and I think that is the intent of the law 
as we understand it. That is the kind of incentive we are providing, 
and if that secures the necessary expansion, then it is in the public 
interest to do it. 

Mr. Casry. And is it not true also that to the extent that these cer- 
tificates do enable the applicant to withhold moneys that otherwise 
would be paid in as taxes, that these certificates are in the nature 
of an indirect subsidy ¢ 

Mr. Mc Coy. Well, I do not consider it a subsidy, Mr. ( asey. I have 

feeling that the tax rates are going to be high, perhaps even higher 
at the end of 5 years, in which case there is not all the advantages 
that the company might accrue on another basis, but it is not really in 
my opinion a subsidy if you defer these taxes or permit this type of 
amortization. 

It is true that the Government does not collect a certain amount of 
taxes that it would get from this company during this 5-year period. 
That is not my idea of a subsidy. 

Mr. Harpy. It is a subsidy if you compare it to competitors. 

Mr. McCoy. Well, competitors whose facilities were started and 
who have the same amortization privileges, of course, are on an equal 
basis. Thos se who have bee ‘nh in business, ot course, have bee a] ab le to 
write their plants off in a preceding period. 

lt probably does give some benetits of that kind competitively, and 
to that extent I think that is part of the concept of providing an 
incentive for stimulating new expansion, 

Mr. Harpy. The committee will not argue with you as to whether 
that is part of a concept. That is part of the thing that we are trying 
to figure out here, whether the original intent of the legislation is in 
the best interest of the Government or whether it needs some 
gg cree 

Mr. Casry. Mr. McCoy, you stated in your prepared statement here 
that you are studying carefully any possible misre presentations that 
have been made on these applications for certificates. Can you elabo- 
rate a little bit on that ? 

Mr. McCoy. One or two of the points brought up here with regard 
to the Hazleton case. we have some information now from Mr. Dowd, 
I believe, with regard to some alleged misstatements about his connec- 


tions. We are making every effort now to investigate every aspect 
of it. and we have referred oe matter to our comp yliance people to 
ascertain if there has been any real misrepresentation in the applica- 


tion of any kind. 
Mr. Casry. Now, Mr. MeCoy, looking back at the time that these 
18 applications were oranted on December Y, don’t you fee] that st rict 
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accordance was not had with this provision of the regulations which 
defines the responsibilities of delegate agencies ? 

Mr. McCoy. You remember, Mr. Casey, that these applications 
had been received by us, had been under study in the Steel Division 
and elsewhere in NPA. 

| think we were satisfied then and we are now that proper investiga- 
tion was made of these cases, again remembering that most of them, 
except two or three small companies, two new companies particularly, 
that they were all from established steel companies that had been in 
business a long time, and we had access to their representatives who 
were here or were called here to go over the applications with us and 
to investigate and to inquire about any aspect of it about which we 
had any doubt, and I believe I have carried that out, the spirit of that. 

Perhaps I would say that today we are probably doing a more inten- 
sive investigation simply because we have more staff to do it with. 

Mr. Harpy. A question that would immediately arise in connection 
with your answer there, you said in your investigation you did not 
raise any doubts about any of the aspects of it prior to the granting 
of a certificate. 

Mr. McCoy. Well, those applications from established companies, 
Mr. Chairman, I do not think we had any doubt about 

Mr. Harpy. From the standpoint of experience, certainly you need 
not have any doubts there because you had a historical background. 
From the standpoint of the capabilities of the: companies, perhaps you 
had a historical background. 

Mr. McCoy. That is true. 

Mr. Harpy. So I was thinking then primarily about the applica- 
tion for new companies, and I do not want to leave the impression 
that I favor a concentration of governmental assistance to the big 
companies. 

On the contrary, I would like to commend efforts toward spreading 
this thing out and giving to smaller companies and newcomers in the 
field every incentive that is proper, but I do think that we are going 
to have to safeguard the manner in which those incentives are pro- 
vided to newly established organizations. 

Mr. McCoy. Well, of the three companies, of course, West Virginia 
was a well-established company. The Green River Steel Corp., their 
application had been submitted by a very competent group of steel 
industry technicians. 

The Hazelton case was the one case not submitted by; shall we say, 
experienced people in that industry, although at least one or two, as 
I recall, of those people had had some experience over a period of 
years in the metalworking industry, but we felt that we could not 
discriminate against the smaller ones even though we had not inves- 
tigated every possible aspect. 

We were assured by them in consultation with them that if we had 
any doubts about the capabilities of management, that they would 
provide it. 

Mr. Harpy. You again come right back to the point that I stressed 
a moment ago, the use of this word “doubts,” whether you had any 
doubts, and I think that raises the key to this whole question as to 
whether you properly scrutinized a situation and gave attention to 
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the facts you had before you concerning the capabilities of people 
involved. 

Now, [I am not for an instant taking the position that Hazleton 
did not have or could not get qualified personnel ee ite its business, 
but I do contend that you did not have evidence of it, or if you did 
have you haven’t given it to us. 

Mr. McCoy. Mr. Chairman, we did not think we should hold up this 
new small company and not certify it along with the rest merely 
because they had not been able to demonstrate at the moment that 
they had hired a group of technicians to do the job. 

Now, again, my statement was that if they did not or if, for any 
reason, they were misrepresenting or did not come through with their 
statements. we could withdraw the certificate and take appropriate 
action. 

Mr. Harpy. Having in mind the observations which you have just 
made in connection with the granting of a certificate of necessity, did 
you have those same considerations in mind when the loan was ap- 
yroved, which was some considerable time later ? 

Mr. McCoy. Mr. Chairman, I did not have anything to do with the 
actual negotiations on the loan. 

Mr. Harpy. You did not have any part in the recommendation of 
the loan? 

Mr. McCoy. No, sir. We made a report on the economic aspect of 
the facility, but the matter of dealing with the company for the loan 
on long terms was not my responsibility. 

Mr. Harpy. Then you do not know the extent to which the original 
certification which you made without the advice of certain people in 
your Lron and Steel Division you do not know the extent to which 
that certification—was given weight in the granting of the loan? 

Mr. McCoy. Well, Mr. Creedon. of course. can answer that. As I 
testified previously, the Tron and Steel Division’s report on this case 
was known and delivered to the Facilities Bureau, and then our eco- 
nomic report on the facilities was given to the-Facilities Bureau. 

Mr. Harpy. In reviewing vour economic re port that you sent along 


With youl recommendation for a ate of necessity, do you still 
consider that that was a reasonable basis for approval of the certifi 
cate in that case ? 


Mr. McCoy. Yes: so far as the need for the facilitv is concerned, 
I do. 

Mr. Harpy. For that particular facility ? 

Mr. McCoy. Yes; for that particular facility. 

Mr. Lanrarr. Mr. McCoy, what recommendations, if any, do you 
have for amending the De fense P roduction Act so as to insure con- 
tinued plant expansion in the fields of shortages with a minimum 
Impact on sh laaasiaiied tax structure? 

Mr. McCoy. Mr. Lantaff, I do not know whether I am qualified to 
answer that broad question. I could make one or two observations 
about the matter. 

The Defense Production Act itself provides three main incentives 
or three main avenues of Government aid: 

Eneouragement and assistance in the expansion of production, the 
guaranteed loan system: direct Government loans: and purchase con- 
tracts, 
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Then the tax bill prov ided the accelerated amortizat ion. 

Those four features seem to me to constitute very powerful incen 
tives to private business if used properly to expand production, pro 
duction facilities. 

I think it would be desirable to review what has been done already 
in that field either of direct Government loans, the long-term purchas 
contracts to take the output of new facilities, the amortization privi 
leges that have been granted to date, and appraise what results we 
have now obtained from that in terms of new capacity that either has 
been put into effect or is in process of being constructed or is projected 
on the basis of those types of governmental aids, and how much in 
effect it is costing the Government to do that in terms of perhaps 
somewhat higher payments in connection with contracts to purchase 
materials, deferral of taxes in the case of amortization priv ileges, and 
the loan features of those provisions. 

| have a feeling that we have done a oreat deal with thos e type s of 
governmental encouragement to private initiative to e — our fa- 
cilities, and that if they seem reasonable at the present time in terms 
of what has already been accomplished, that we might continue them 
either in present form or modified form, which would insure that 
private industry will go ahead with the necessary expansion and not 


require the Government to go into the building of facilities itself, as 
it did during the last war. 
Mr. Harpy. If the gentleman will vield for just a question on that 


point, what you have ee tie shed up to the present cine in the way 
of encouragement of private business has been reflected in laine per 
centage, has it not, by expansion on the part of big business and very 
little on the part of smi ill business 7 

Mr. McCoy. No, sir. I would not subseribe to that theory. I would 
want to review niet I have evervthing that has been done in this 
field, our own intentions in NPA with respect to amortization, and 
while I cannot speak for loans, particularly since that is not my re- 
sponsibility, to give the same encouragement to small business. 

We need to have smaller enterprises, new small enterprises in every 
field including steel where it is very difficult for a small enterprise to 
get into this field, and they can only get in in the case of these that 
we have certified where they use the electric furnace type of steel 
making which requires the lowest capital investment I believe of any 
new facility. 

Mr. Harpy. Well, my observation was based purely on your original 
testimony, and did you not indicate that of the 48 certificates origi- 
nally granted in December, only about 3 of them were so-called small 
business ? 

Mr. McCoy. Well, of the 48 at that time, Mr. Chairman. Of course 
= has been others issued since then, and while I do not have the 

xact figures—and if you would like them we can compute them for 
you to give you a distribution of the amortization that has been pro- 
vided say in steel or in chemicals or in other industries and between 
large and small firms—— 

Mr. Harpy. I do not believe it is necessary to vet into that. Do you 
have something else, Mr. Lantaff ? 

Mr. Lanvarr. I have just one more question. On these long-term 
purchase contracts, are those executed by various agencies or are they 
centralized in one agency 4 





83530—51 20 








300 CERTIFICATES OF NECESSITY AND DEFENSE LOANS 


Mr. McCoy. As I understand it, the Defense Production Adminis- 
tration has the authority to approve contracts of that nature, and I 
believe that quite a few of them are carried out by the Department of 
the Interior in connection with mining, the development of new 
mineral resources and the output of nonferrous metals, and in several 
others, but the Defense Production Administration, as I understand 
it, has the authority to supervise and grant and authorize that type 
of procurement. 

Mr. Lanrarr. And the only thing that you handle in the NPA is 
the direct loans and tax amortization certificates: is that right? 

Mr. McCoy. Those are the two main things we handle in that field; 
yes, sir. We make recommendations, however, Mr. Lantaff, with 
respect to purchase programs where we feel that such procedures 
might result in increased production of materials in short supply, 
because we are required to make the estimates on the requirements 
that are needed in connection with production programs, and we have 
made, I believe, a number of recommendations to DPA where we felt 
that there appeared to be opportunities for expanding production 
through the various devices that they can authorize. 

Mr. Lanrarr. From the standpoint of steel, do you feel that through 
the certificates that have been granted so far, and the encouragement 
which has been given to that industry, that the desired amount of 
steel will be produced in the United States to meet current needs? 

Mr. McCoy. It appears so at the moment. However, we are now 
studying the requirements for steel, restudying the matter to ascertain 
whether we have achieved a proper balance in these new facilities as 
between basic metallics, steel production and finishing, and what our 
few requirements may be both for defense and for other purposes in 
view of perhaps better information we now have about the total 
requirements for our defense efforts. 

Mr. Harpy. Anything else, Mr. Lantaff? 

Mr. Lanvarr. That is all. 

Mr. Harpy. Any other questions?) Thank you very much, Mr. Mc- 
Coy. We appreciate your coming. 

Mr. Casey. Mr. Creedon. 

Mr. Creedon, you can bring with you, if you want to, the people 
that might be needed here. 


FURTHER TESTIMONY OF FRANK R. CREEDON, ASSISTANT ADMIN- 
ISTRATOR, FACILITIES CONSTRUCTION BUREAU, NATIONAL 
PRODUCTION AUTHORITY; ACCOMPANIED BY ARTHUR J. 
BULGER, DEPUTY ASSISTANT ADMINISTRATOR; HARVEY M. 
HARPER, DIRECTOR, LOAN DIVISION, FACILITIES CONSTRUCTION 
BUREAU; JAMES LYNN, EXAMINER, LOAN DIVISION, FACILITIES 
CONSTRUCTION BUREAU; WILLIAM DAVLIN, ASSISTANT TO THE 
ASSISTANT ADMINISTRATOR; AND JESSE FRIEDMAN, NATIONAL 
PRODUCTION AUTHORITY 


(Having been duly sworn by Mr. Hardy.) 

Mr. Casry. Mr. Creedon, in the case of the Green River Steel Corp., 
going back to the testimony that we had at the last open hearing, in 
reviewing the transcript I believe that we may have had some mis- 
understanding concerning the procedure in fixing the percentage in 
these certificates. 
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I believe I asked whether or not in the case, for example, of the 
Lone Star Steel C orp. or the Hazleton Steel ¢ ‘orp. the 15 percent that 
is left over after you fix a percentage of 55 percent represents a 
determination that after the 5-year period the economic useful life 
of that facility would be but 15 percent. Your answer to that question 
indicated that it was oT to determine with any preciseness 
what the economically useful life of a facility would be after 5 
years. 

Mr. Creepon. Yes, sir 

Mr. Casry. But I do not really believe that that isa responsive an- 
swer to my question in the sense that I really want to know without 
regard to the accuracy whether that is the controlling factor in fixing 
the percentage. 

Mr. Creepon. I should say that it is largely the control; namely, 
what is in our best judgment our estimate of the profitab le useful- 
ness of the facility after the emergency period. I do appreciate that 
it is impossible to do that with m: ithematical precision. 

Mr. Casey. Is it not true, Mr. Creedon, that in the fixing of these 
percentages—I believe you anid testified that it Was more or less 
an arbitrary figure in the case at least of these steel certificates. Is 
it not true that what you really did was to fix a percentage which 
would attract the expansion that you previously determined was 
necessary for national defense / 

Mr. Creepon. That, of course, in the case of steel might be con- 
sidered certainly an objective. In the case of steel we knew that the 
expansion or the increase in tonnage required would be greatly in 
excess of what normally would obtain. Specifically we felt that the 
difference would be summed up thus: That we were striving to get 
a tonnage of ingot capacity in 1954 that normally would not be ob- 
tained until roughly something like 1968, so we appreciated that in 
view of the prev ious history of the steel business which has been one 
of considerable periods of considerable idle capacity . that there would 
ot necessity be expected with that abnormal expansion getting some 
12 years ahead of itself, periods of considerable idle capacity in 
the future. 

I think that we computed the ratio of what would be the normal 
expansion in 1954, which was our objective, compared to what was re- 
quired expansion, and came out with the result which gave us basis 
for approximately a 75-percent figure. 

Mr. Casry. In other words, you feel there is a direct connection 
between the two factors that I mentioned; namely, one, the economic 
useful life af a facility after the 5-year pe riod, and the amount of tax 
benefit necessary to induce expansion at the present time. 

Mr. Crerepon. Yes, sir 

Mr. Casry. Now, was any reliance placed in the fixing of the per- 
centages in the steel indus try upon the experience of certificates of 
necsessity and steel expansion during World War IT? 

Mr. Creepon. No, sir. 

Mr. Casey. Was any study ever made of the result of these cer- 
tificates issued to the steel industry during World War IT? 

Mr. Creepon. Not by me or my staff; no, sir. 

Mr. Casry. Is it not true that certificates of necessity were orig- 
inally designed to cover the economic depreciation of the facility 
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during a 5-year period as distinguished from the physical depre- 
clation / 

Mr. Creepon. I believe that is correct : yes, sir. 

Mr. Casry. So that essentially we can construe the percentages 
granted in all these certificates as representing the best Judgment 
of the people administering this program as to what will be left of 
the economic life of the facility after the 5-year period 

Mr. Crerpon. I would say &Yes.” 

Mr. Casey. So that in the case of freight cars where the percentage 
has been fixed at 80 percent, and the case of Great Lakes freighters 
where the percentage has been fixed between 80 and 90 percent, we 
can construe those percentages as representing a determination by 
the Administrator ag there will only be 20 percent of economic life 
in that facility after a 5-year period ¢ 

Mr. Creepon. Of course, you appreciate in those two categories that 
the people who handled them should properly comment on them as 
ve co not know, Mr. Casey. 

Mr. Casey. Yes. 

Mr. Harpy. But applying the rule that you apply in reaching your 
determinations, that would be a correct statement of a general objec- 
tive; is that right? 

Mr. Creepon. In general, I believe that is correct 

Mr. Casey. In fact, that is the only proper way under the law and 
regulations as they now stand to fix the percentage in the certificate ; 
is that not so, Mr. Creedon ? 

Mr. Creepon. I think we have to give some credit to the portion for 
the emergency period which would not come by 1954. 

Mr. Casey. I do not know that I understand that. Didn’t you pre 
viously testify that there was a direct connection bet ween the inducing 
of that expansion now and the economic life afterward 

Mr. Creepon. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Casey. And that actually the only proper way to fix that per 
centage is with regard to the economic life of the facility afterward. 
That in turn might be governed by the degree of expansion that you 
are getting how. 

Mr. Creepon. Of course it does have—one affects the other, sure ‘ly. 

Mr. CAseEy. Let me also ask you, Mr. i; reedon, as a gener: al proposi - 
tion you are familiar with the National Industrial Reserve Act of 
1948 ¢ 

Mr. Creepon. Yes: I believe lam. You mean where there are facil- 
ities which are in standby and owned by the Government or facilities 
which have been sold or leased with Government stipulation that 
the ymay be taken back | V the Government ? 

Mr. Casey. That isr ight. in time of national emergency. 

Mr. Creepon. Yes, sir. ; 

Mr. Casry. Could you describe for us what procedures have been 
adopted by your office to insure that the Government recovers the use 
of these facilities which are in our national industrial reserve be fore 
any certificates are granted to authorize the construction or expan- 
sion of facilities in that same field ? 

Mr. Creepon. Of course these facilities are ones that would be used 
solely to make a military product. Now the services, the Air Force, 
the Army and the N Navy and the Munitions Board have people con- 
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stantly visiting our office, and to that end they are examining the 
applications as they come in, the object being to select those that they 
believe their service has an interest in, which they in turn take back 
to the headquarters in the Pentagon, and the service, if they have 
an interest in it. endorses it, the endorsement being generally one 
that the product called for in the proposed facility is needed by this 
service in the prosecution of their end of the defense effort, and two, 
to obtain the product in the quantity and the time it is necessary to 
construct the proposed facility. 

Well, right there it is their responsibility and they have, in fact, 
it is my underst: unding, been checking to see that there are not any 
of these facilities in the national industrial situation which could be 
utilized in lieu of building the facility. 

As a matter of fact, I was apprised that you would diseuss this, and 
I brought a letter which is from the aga Board which is an 
action of theirs to that end. If you would like it, I would be glad to 
give it to you. 

Mr. Harpy. I believe we would like to have that, Mr. Creedon. We 
would like to get as complete a picture as we can concerning what 
action is being taken by all the Federal agencies to utilize the facilities 
in the national industrial reserve in lieu of constructing new and 
possibly duplicating facilities. 

I take it from your comments on this subject that your office does 
not concern itself directly with the facilities in the reserve, but depends 
on the Munitions Board to certify that these facilities are needed and 
that the reserve does not contain facilities than can be used in place 
of the ones to be built. 

Mr. Creepon. That is correct, Me. Chairman, and inasmuch as these 
would only come into consideration where it is a military product, 
and inasmuch as further on applications which have a dollar value of 
over SLOO,000 we require the previously described endorsements by 
the services before we crant the certificate, I believe that it is being 
adequately covered. 

Direct answer: We rely on the Munitions Board and the services 
to that end. 

Mr. Harpy. The thing that I was thinking about in my own mind, 
to try to illus strate, you referred to facilities for producing a product 
of interest primary to the military. I believe that a good many 
facilities were built during World War IT that have been converted 
to the production of products in the domestic economy. 

Now I am just wondering whether any consideration has been given 
to withdrawing those and using them now instead of building new 
ones. 

Mr. Crerpon. Not by us. Thus far the extent has been as I de- 
scribed. It might be something for us very well to take under dis- 
cussion and see if it ap peared necessary to good business to go into 
that thing further, Mr. Chairman, which we will do. 

Mr. H iRDY. Would certificates of nec essity for the construction of 
plants to make an end product desired by the military only, would 
those certificates be handled through your office / 

Mr. Creepon. Yes. 

Mr. Harpy. I recall that during the war we had a good many plants 
built for us by the automotive industry for making certain articles of 
war. I believe that most of those plants have been converted to the 
manufacture of domestic articles. 
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Mr. Creepon. That is right. 

Mr. Harpy. I believe that in recent months certificates of necessity 
have been granted for the construction of plants to build identical or 
similar, at least, items to those which had been built in the plants con- 
structed during the war. 

You would not know then from your own study whether any of the 
plants which were originally owned by the Government and which 
went into domestic use could have been put back into service for mak- 
ing military items instead of granting some of the certificates which 
have been granted ¢ 

Mr. Creepon. No, sir. 

Mr. Casey. You are not familiar with the certificate that was issued 
to the Chrysler tank plant at Newark, Del., Mr. Creedon, offhand ¢ 

Mr. Creepon. I remember it; yes, sir. 

Mr. Casey. I believe that there is a facility presently being oper- 
ated by Buick Division of General Motors which originally was a tank 
plant. Do you remember whether or not the possibility of recover- 
ing that plant was considered as against the authorization of a brand 
new facility in Delaware ¢ 

Mr. Creevon. Well, I know that is a project that the military en- 
dorsed, and to the end that I am assuming that they did, I did not in 
that—on my original premise—in that instance I would feel that it 
would be the service’s prerogative, and if you will, responsibility. 

Mr. Harpy. Any consideration then that was given to it was given 
by either the services themselves or by the Munitions Board ¢ 

Mr. Creepon. That is correct, sir. 

Mr. Casey. Mr. Creedon, on one other phase of this program it has 
been the policy, has it not, to deny applications for certificates of 
necessity where it could be ascertained that the facility was a replace- 
ment for an existing facility ¢ 

Mr. Creevon. If the replacement would have been made in any 
event regardless of the emergency, according to the Executive order 
we are to deny it; yes, sir. 

Mr. Casty. Do you have information concerning the two cases that 
I mentioned ¢ 

Mr. Creepon. I have two folders which I just grabbed at 10 minutes 
of 9 when I learned about them. I have not read them but I have 
them; ves, sir. 

Mr. Harpy. I noticed in your comment that you said you should not 
grant a certificate for the replacement of a facility which would be 
replaced anyway ¢ 

Mr. Creepon. It says verbatim, if I may read it— 

Replacements will not be certified if they would have been made at or about the 
time made regardless of the emergency. 

Mr. Harpy. So then you have to make a determination as to whether 
or not the company was going to replace it? 

Mr. Creepon. That is right. In other words, you have to exercise 
a certain amount of judgment. 

Mr. Harpy. Not only that, you have to be a mind reader in that 
case. 

Mr. Creepon. Well, in some cases. There is a question in the ap- 
plication blank which asks the applicant, one, are there any replace- 
ments involved and if so specifically what are they, and some descrip- 
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tion of them. Now in these particular applications I think that the 
description might probably help enlarge upon that. 

Mr. Casey. Take the case of the Magnus Tool & Die Co. Do I 
understand that that was an application for some machine tools to 
replace—— 

Mr. Creepon. That was an application for $5,950 displacing fully 
depreciated old machines. Do you have the application / 

Mr. Casry. Yes, I do, Mr. Creedon. It says in question 14: 

The facilities sought to be certified replace (a) two surface grinding machines 
more than 10 years old 

and then he goes into some more, rate of depreciat lOn, ho disposition 
to be made and so forth. How about letter (¢) / 

Mr. CrEepon. We simply made the determination that he was going 
to make these replacements in any event regardless of the emergency. 
Now there again we can’t always be sure that we are right, don’t you 
know ? 

Mr. Harpy. It seems to me that what we are winding up here with 
is that you are placed in another unfortunate position. It is not even 
a matter of exercising judgment. It is a matter of reading a fellow’s 
mind if you have got to determine what his contentions are. 

Mr. Creepon. Very frankly our intent in acting on this replace- 
ment phase of this thing has been to err on the side of giving the 
benefit of the doubt rather than the other way around, particularly 
in small cases like this. 

Mr. Casey. In this particular case, Mr. Creedon, it appears from 
the papers that I have that this is another instance in which you went 
contrary to the recommendations of your technical people in the In- 
dustrial Operations Bureau. 

I have before me the report from that Bureau signed by the In- 
dustry Division examiner and by the Chief of the Industry Division 
and also by Mr. McCoy, and I believe in answer to question 5 whic h 
was, “Are the proposed facilities wholly or partly for replacement, 
the answer was, “No.” 

Mr. Creepvon. Well, I think in the matter of replacement that it is 
in the final analysis one of judgment, and I think whereas we are con- 
sidering it for all of the divisions of NPA and dealing with the thing 
constantly, that it was our considered judgment that on this particular 
application it should be denied because it was a replacement which 
would have been made in any event regardless of the emergency. That 
was our judgment. 

Mr. Casey. Mr. Creedon, is it not true that in the application the 
applicant indicates that these particular machines that he proposes to 
be covered by the certificate were not accurate enough to do the type 
of work presently required by the prime contractor, Pratt & Whitney 
Aircraft ? 

Mr. Creepon. That is because they are all worn out and had to be 
replaced in any event. 

Mr. Casey. But this is one case in which you did not err on the side 
of the : applicant 1 in a small $5,000 application. 

Mr. Creepon. We do not autom: atically where it is a small applica- 
tion and it is an out-and-out conclusive, in our judgment, replacement 
that would have been made in any event, grant it. 

Mr. Harpy. We are not critical of the exercise of judgment. We 
know you judge what you have to do. 
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Mr. Creepon. If the subcommittee wishes to know, is it a difficult 
problem to come up with the positive assurance that your answer is 
right, the answer is yes; it is difficult. 

Mr. Harpy. The question that is involved in this thing is simply this. 
It is a small matter. We have been given to understand from your 
testimony that you have got a policy that if you err, you want to err 
in favor of the little fellow that has applied. 

We had Mr. McCoy’s testimony to the effect that there was an in- 
clination to try to be of as much assistance as possible to small business, 
and I think the committee is interested primarily in determining the 
process of reasoning. This is an unusual situation. 

Here is a little application, a very little one. I do not know how 
big the company is. Presumably it is a relatively small company, 
but here was the case that was denied, and we are just trying to get 
the other side of the picture. It was denied despite the fact that appar- 
ently it had a favorable recommendation of your own people in the 
industry, and we questioned why decisions of the Industry Operations 
Branch were overridden in other cases to grant something which they 
had recommended be denied, and now we just want to know why their 
position was overridden when they recommended that a little one be 
approved. That is the purpose of this discussion. 

Mr. Crrepon. Well, pursuing that, I would say that we occasionally 
differ from the Industry Operations Bureau, as might be expected, 
with Judgments that are not deduced from precise mathematical 
formulas. 

Mr. Casry. However, is it not a fact, Mr. Creedon, that the question 
as to Whether or not a machine would be a replacement for one that 
was worn out might very well involve some technical knowledge of 
what the machine did / 

Mr. Creepon. There isn’t any question about that. It might be in 
certain instances. 

Mr. Casry. And is it not true that in this particular case it might 
have involved a technical analysis and comparison of the machine 
that was worn out with the machine that was ac quired ¢ 

Mr. Creepon. It might very well have; yes, sir. 

Mr. Harpy. For instance, your testimony a minute ago indicated that 
the machine was not sufficiently accurate. Now might it not be true 
that the machine was sufficiently accurate for this fellow’s normal 
operations but not for the particular part that he had to make for 
national defense / 

Mr. Creepon. Specifically now if you want to get down to the details 
of this particular application, we are talking about two machine tools 
that are over 10 years old, and the money is small. 

They are light machine tools, and therefore you know that if you 
work mac thine tools pretty hard, that on a two-shift operation at the 
end of 7 years they are pretty well shot to pieces and need to be 
replace id, and this is at the end of 10 years, and we reasoned that they 
are pretty well shot to pieces and he is going to take them apart down 
the line and junk them or do work which does not require any tolerance 
at all, so there is not any question in my mind, if you are talking about 
the technical aspects and you get down to the details of this specific, 
that I with good conscience could not approve a certificate. 

Mr. Casey. Mr. Creedon, how do you know that this machine tool 
this fellow had ever could do the job that he now wants to do even 
when it was brand-new / 
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Mr. Creepon. I don’t know. I only rely upon him that he is re- 
placing them to do the specific chore in his application. 

Mr. Casry. Does he say that ? 

Mr. Harpy. Does he say that in his application ? 

Mr. Creepon. Well, it is implied. 

Mr. Casry. Your own industry people found that it was not a re- 
placement. All I want to know as a matter of procedure is where 
vou acquired the knowledge that this was a replacement. 

Mr. Creepon. I think I have given my reasoning in this particular 
instance. 

Mr. Casey. Let me ask vou this. In the case of expansion, the 
policy is to grant the certificate regardless of whether the expansion 
would have taken place irrespective of a national emergency: is 
that so? 

Mr. Creepon. I think that under the act and particularly under 
this Presidential order that I keep referring to, that summarizing 
up and giving a one-sentence answer, it would be this: That that por- 
tion of any facility determined in the interests of national defense 
completed after December 31, 1949, is entitled to a certificate of 
necessity. 

Mr. Casry. I recognize that that is what the law provides and 
what the policy has been administering the law, but is it not so that 
at least in the case of the Jones & Laughlin Steel Co. and the Lone 
Star Steel Co., the expansion that was covered by the certificate had 
been planned long before the national emergency ? 

Mr. Creepon. I believe probably some portions of Jones & Laugh- 
lin were and some portions were not, particularly roughly one-half 
of the open hearth end of it, the ingot-making end of it for substan 
tial dollars was not, but the answer is that a substantial portion of it 
was; yes, sir. 

Mr. Casry. But at any rate there is a policy not to inquire into 
the motives of the applicants so far as the expansion is concerned in 
connection with the national emergency. 

Mr. Creepon. That is right, if it is something that is contributing 
and is needed, putting it the other way around we have allowed the 
date, December 31, 1949, to govern. 

Mr. Casry. But in the case of replacements, the policy is exactly 
the opposite. 

Mr. Creepon. I don’t follow you, Mr. Counsel. 

Mr. Casry. In the case of replacements it is your policy to try to 
determine on your own whether the replacement would have been 
made at any rate. 

Mr. Creepon. Well, that is entirely different because that is only 
the language used in connection with the re placement. and there isn’t 
any language in the thing regarding the entire facility. 

Mr. Casey. But the language that you referred to, is that the lan- 
guage of the Executive order. 

Mr. Creepon. Yes; that is purely insofar as it affects the replace- 
ment, and there isn’t any such language in connection with the facility. 

Mr. Casey. I appreciate that, but isn’t there a seeming inconsistency 
in the policy with respect to expansion of new facilities as against 
replacements in the sense that you inquire into the motive of the 
applicant ? 

Mr. Creevon. Not from my point of view: no. 
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Mr. Harpy. Let me ask you this, Mr. Creedon. If this "stirred 
company had come in with an application for a certificate of necessity 
for these two machines and was going to install them and not remove 
the old machines that they have in there, would they have been en- 
titled to a certificate ? 

Mr. Creepon. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Harpy. So that by virtue of the fact that they were going to 
pull the old ones out, they were not entitled toa certificate. 

Mr. Creepon. Strictly interpreting; yes, sir. 

Mr. Harpy. If one of the employees of this company had decided 
that he was going into the business of making parts which could be 
made by these m: achines, he decided to build on an adjoining lot and 
apply for a machine, he would have been entitled to a certificate, 
would he not? 

Mr. Creepon. Well, if his facility was determined in the interest 
of national defense; yes, sir. 

Mr. Harpy. Notwithstanding the fact that your people found that 
these were not to be replacements, the application indicated that they 
were to be replacements, so you determined that they were not en- 
titled to accelerated amortization. 

Mr. Creepon. We determined that they were replacements that 
would have been made of necessity anyway, and for further reasons 
that I went into in detail on this specific type of machine. 

Mr. Casty. Would it not be a good idea for an applicant to apply 
for these facilities that he intends to be replacements and describe 
them as new facilities to expand his present business? After he gets 
the certificates, throw the old ones away ¢ 

Mr. Creepon. Except that the applicant makes a statement which 
is subject to the Criminal Code provisions. 

Mr. Harpy. If he does not throw those away and keeps them in 
there for some other use or for emergency or something like that, he 
would not be guilty of any fraudulent statements ? 

Mr. Creepon. That is correct, sir. 

Mr. Harpy. So the whole question seems to be whether or not he 
has got room enough to put the new machines in without taking the 
old ones out. 

Mr. Creepon. I could not comment on that. 

Mr. Harpy. Any questions? 

Mr. Casey. Mr. Creedon, let us get to the Green River Steel Corp. 
case. Is it a fact that an organization named the Green River Steel 
Corp. did apply for a certificate of necessity at some time? 

Mr. Creepon. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Casry. And that application was filed with the National Se- 
curity Resources Board, was it not? 

Mr. Creepon. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Casry. And eventually came to the National Production Au- 
thority for review and comment ? 

Mr. Creepon. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Casry. Could you sketch briefly the basic facts concerning that 
application and the course that it took in the National Production 
Authority ? 

Mr. Creepon. You mean description of the facilities or just the 
course it took? 
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Mr. Casey. Well, I want to know first of all, where was the com- 
iny to be located ? 

Mr. Creepon. At Owensboro, Ky. 

Mr. Casry. Owensboro, Ky. ? 

Mr. Creepon. Yes, sir. You want a description of the facility ? 
Mr. Casey. Yes. 

Mr. Creepon. I believe it is a new electric steel furnace plant to 
make steel i ingots and steel] ake ts, 189.000 tons of 1 ingots and 146.000 
tons of products, and the cost was estimated at $8 million in round 
figures, $8,001,000, and the application was filed with NSRB who sent 
two copies to us, who in turn send one copy to the Industry Operations 
Bureau and in turn we made our recommendation to NSRB, I believe it 
was, regarding issuance of the certificate, and I believe on, I think, 
December 9 the certificate was issued. 

Mr. Casry. Do you have the recommendation that was made to you 
by the Industry Ope rations Bureau ? 

Mr. Crerepon. I do not have in writing the official recommendation 
of the Industry Operations Bureau. I have discussed it with Mr. 
McCoy, along with the forty-odd other cases, and as a result of that 
discussion it was determined to grant the certificate, and in the light 
of subsequent discussion with people topside in NPA at the time, it 
was agreed to issue this certificate along with the other certificate. 

Mr. Harpy. Was no written recommendation submitted by Mr. 
McCoy’s office either prior to or subsequent to the granting of the 
certificate ? 

Mr. Creepon. To my knowledge, no; we haven't received any; no. 

Mr. Harpy. Your file does not carry any indication then as to the 
position which the Industry Operations Bureau would take or would 
have taken ? 

Mr. Creevon. Not in connection—our file does not show that. I 
say that we acted after conferring with Mr. McCoy and others in his 
office. I don’t recall just who, and then subsequently after conferring 
topside with NPA. 

Mr. Harpy. Do you know whether this was the only case where 
action was taken without any recommendation in writing from the 
Industry Operations Bureau? 

Mr. Creepon. You mean on the issuance of certificates of necessity ? 

Mr. Harpy. Yes. 

Mr. Creepon. I believe on those cases that Mr. MeCoy described the 
action was taken without us having at that time in our possession the 
reports from the Industry Oper: itions Bureau which we knew were 
in process of preparation and which we knew as a result of our dis- 
cussion the recommendation either had been made and the report 
favorable or was being completed and the recommendation would be 
favorable. 

Mr. Harpy. In other words, you were given verbal advice before 
the study had been completed that the report would be favorable? 

Mr. Creevon. I do not know whether the study had been completed 
or not, but we were given advice that the report would be favorable; 
yes. 
” Mr. Harpy. Now, in the case of Hazleton Steel, you actually did 
have a recommendation by Mr. McCoy prior to the issuance of the 
certificate, I believe. That, however, was apparently before he had 
received a report from his technic al people. 
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Mr. Creepon. Whether we did or not in the case of Hazleton I am 
not able tosay. 
Mr. Daviin. Mr. Chairman, if I may 
Mr. Harpy. Just a minute, Mr. Davlin. Excuse me, maybe we 
ought to get Mr. McCoy to answer this. 
Mr. McCoy. Mr. Chairman, in the case of the Hazleton Steel Co., 
we made a decision on that with this group, and the report from our 
Bureau did not reach Mr. Creedon’s office until afterward. 
Mr. Harpy. My recollection of it was that your report was dated 
prior fo 
Mr. McCoy. No, sir: I believe not. 
Mr. Harpy. Am I in error on that? Well, now, just a minute; let 
us not get these reports confused. The report which came to you, Mr. 
McCoy, from your Iron and Steel Branch was about a month after-—— 
Mr. McCoy. That is right. 
Mr. Harpy. But is it not true that you had prior to that time sub 
mitted a written report bearing your signature alone ‘ 
Mr. McCoy. No, sir; I believe that that form that we submitted to 
the Facilities Bureau was later than the report I received from the 
Steel Division. 
Mr. Harpy. Then even your form was submitted after / 
Mr. McCoy. That is right. 
Mr. Harpy. And in this Green River case you at no time submitted 
any written report favoring 
Mr. McCoy. No. sir. We had a report from the Steel Division on 
Green River which I did not send forward. The report was of no 
value in connection with the case. 
Mr. Harpy. You mean it was adverse / 
Mr. McCoy. Well, it was not only adverse but it made no contribu- 
tion to our consideration of the case at all. 
Mr. Harpy. Was that similar to the Hazleton situation? You did 
not send that report forward either, did you ¢ 
Mr. McCoy. Not that particular report ; no, sir. 
Mr. Harpy. In that particular case you had a report rewritten / 
Mr. McCoy. That is mght. 
Mr. Harpy. By? 
Mr. McCoy. Mr. Friedman. 
Mr. Harpy. But you did not follow that same procedure in the case 
of Green River ? 
Mr. McCoy. I did not send the Steel Industry Division report to the 
Facilities Bureau because, as I said, it had no bearing on the case at 
all. 
It made no contribution that would cause me to change my original 
oral recommendations to Mr. Creedon that we had studied the Green 
River case and recommended it for consideration for amortization. 
Mr. Harpy. Did you make a personal study of that? 
Mr. McCoy. Of the Green River case ? 
Mr. Harpy. Yes. 
Mr. McCoy. Yes, sir: I did. 
Mr. Casey. Will you read that recommendation that you received ? 
Mr. McCoy. We are talking about Green River now ¢ 
Mr. Casgy. Yes. 
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Mr. McCoy. The report from the Steel Division states, and this is 
the only comment in the report : 


Applicant states on page 1 of appendix B that produ n of steel which is 
contemplated with the establishment of expansion program would involve process- 
ing by what is known as the Dornin process. Applicant further states that such 
process has been used successfully in making over 22,000 tons of high quality 
carbon alloy steel. The period of time during which alleged production of 22,000 
tons by this process is not indicated 


The applicant corporation has had many years’ experience in the steel indus- 
try. Consequently if the Dornin process is of commercial value a considerably 
greater production than 22,000 tons should have resulted from the utilization of 
same when consideration is given to the fact that our national annual produc- 
tion is approximately 100 million tons of ingot stee The Dornin process is an 
adaptation of an old European sponge-iron process and has not been proven of 
commercial value as a productive process in America. If the Dornin process 
possesses Comparable or revolutionary methods of production, then it would 
follow that in Mr. Williams’ previous employment such process should have been 
utilized by him as his record, according to statement contained in application 
would indicate that at various times he held positions of executive authority. 

The Department of the Interior within the last 5 years has expended in excess 
of $150,000 in an effort to establish the procedure involved in the so-called sponge- 
making ore process. WPB during World War II constructed a facility on the 
defense plant’s corporation at Warren, Ohio, for the development of technique 
and procedure applicable to resolving this question under Dui’C 1514 at which time 
expenditure to the taxpayers of about $2 million was incurred. 

As the result of such effort it was determined that the proposed iron-sponge 
process possessed no commercial value. In view of the above it is our recom 
mendation that no certification of any nature be made in this instance. 

The Dornin process which is referred to here is not sponge iron. It 
is a process for casting ingots to reduce the waste involved in casting 
and has no relation whatever to sponge iron. 

Mr. Harpy. So that the basis for your determination that the re 
port was of no value is that? 

Mr. McCoy. The report was inaccurate in attributing the Dornin 
process as sponge iron to this particular case, and therefore, as I said, 
the report itself made no contribution to our consideration of this 
case. 

Mr. Harpy. So then your position on that is that the so-called ex- 
perts who prepared it—and I haven’t any idea who prepared it—did 
not know what they were talking about ? 

Mr. McCoy. Weil, on the record it appears so, but I believe that in 
fairness to the person who made the report, that the Green River 
organizi ation or its sponsors had at one time considered installing the 
so-called Krupp-Rehn process for the beneficiation of lean iron ores 
and that the crude iron or sponge iron to be secured from that process 
would be used in electric furnaces, but they did not include that par- 
ticular project in this application. 

Mr. Casey. Did you discuss this comment of the Iron and Steel 
Division with the people who prepared the report ? 

Mr. McCoy. The sponsors of the Green River Co. ¢ 

Mr. Casey. No; I meant with the people that signed that report. 

Mr. McCoy. No; I did not discuss it. 

Mr. Casey. Where did you get your information about the Dornin 
process ¢ 

Mr. McCoy. It is in the application. 

Mr. Harpy. Did you check that ¢ 

Mr. McCoy. Yes, sir. 
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Mr. Casey. In other words, without discussion with your own tech- 
nical people, you accept the applicants’ statement over the analysis 
made ¢ 

Mr. McCoy. Plus other technical information about that kind of 
process. 

Mr. Casry. Furnished by the applicant? 

Mr. McCoy. No, sir; from independent sources, steel technologists. 

Mr. Harpy. Where did you get it? 

Mr. McCoy. The recognized public literature on the matter. 

Mr. Harpy. Did you make a personal study of it? 

Mr. McCoy. Yes, sir; Mr. Creedon and I looked into it to be sure 
that this process was what the sponsors claimed for it. 

Mr. Harpy. And, from your own personal knowledge, information 
contained in that report is inaccurate ? 

Mr. McCoy. Quite inaccurate; yes. But I may say, in fairness to 
him, the writer of that report probably confused some information in 
there about the Krupp-Rehn process ‘with the application; but, as I 
say, the application is made on electric-furnace operation involving 
this Dornin process of handling ingots and not sponge iron. 

Mr. Harpy. I confess total inadequacy to make an appraisal on a 
statement of that kind, but I am just trying to say at least in theory 
the people who prepared this report should be experts on steel pro- 
duction, and I believe from your previous testimony you disclaim any 
expert knowledge on it. 

Mr. McCoy. I do not claim to have any expert knowledge on this, 
but I confirmed through our investigation from established technical 
data that the process that he described there is correct in the applica- 
tion. 

Mr. Casry. At any rate, the certificate was issued for $8,001,000 
on December 9? 

Mr. Creepon. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Casey. And was there also a loan made to this company at 
some time ? 

Mr. Crrepon. I believe there was. I do not know whether the loan 
was made, but I believe it was recommended and certified to be 
made. 

Mr. Casey. In other words, it was approved so far as your office 
is concerned ? 

Mr. Creepon. It was recommended, yes, sir. 

Mr. Casey. And could you tell us for the record the amount of the 
loan ¢ 

Mr. Creepon. Jim Lynn can give the precise amount. 

Mr. Lynn. The loan was in the amount of $5,000,00; that is, our 
part of it. There were two parts to this. It was conditioned upon 
the RFC making a loan of $3,000,556, and $126. 

Mr. Casry. In other words, the RFC was to participate to the ex- 
tent of approximately $314 million, and under section 302 the funds 
there available were to be used to the extent of $5,000,000 additional ? 

Mr. Lynn. That is correct. 

Mr. Casry. Making a total of about $814 million ? 

Mr. Lynn. That is correct. 

Mr. Casry. And some portion of that loan must be used for work 
ing capital, I assume? 
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Mr. Lynn. No; that is not true. That was all to be for construc- 
tion of the facilities. 

Mr. Casry. I was trying to relate the apparent inconsistencies. 

Mr. Lynn. There was to be equity capital injected in the amount 
of $2,000,000. 

Mr. Casey. $2,000,000 in equity capital ? 

Mr. Lynn. That is right; private capital. At least there was to 
be a certified or cashier’s check in the hands of the fiscal agent before 
there was any disbursement made on the loan. 

Mr. Casey. The people that were promoting this enterprise, did 
they have any capital investment of their own in this company ! 

Mr. Lynn. At the time that our certificate was made ? 

Mr. Casey. Yes. 

Mr. Lynn. The condition of the loan was that they were to raise 
$2,000,000. 

Mr. Casey. Do you have information there as to when the company 
was organized ? 

Mr. Lynn. Sometime in 1950, in late 1950. 

Mr. Casey. Isn’t it true that the first meeting of the company was 
on November 22, 1950? 

Mr. Lynn. That could well be. I know it was late 1950 that the 
company was organized; that is right. 

Mr. Casey. Do you have the names of the officers ? 

Mr. Lynn. The names of the officers? I do not believe any had 
yet been appointed. 

Mr. Casey. Do you have the names of the people that were promot- 
ing the enterprise ¢ 

Mr. Lynn. Yes; we have that. 

Mr. Casry. Who were they ? 

Mr. Lynn. Mr. Sidney D. Williams, Mr. Warren Worthington, 
Thomas W. Hardy, George Dornin, Jr., and Robert B. Hensley. 

Mr. Casry. Now, do you have information as to their background 
and experience ? 

Mr. Lynn. Yes; we do. 

Mr. Casey. Can you describe briefly, very briefly, what their back- 
ground was? 

Mr. Lynn. Yes. We received that in the RFE report. If you 
would like, I would be glad to give you the background of each one. 
The report we received is that— 

Mr. Williams is regarded very highly. His background in the iron and steel 
industry has qualified him as a very capable consultant in this field. From the 
time he was an operator of an open-hearth furnace until and including his posi- 
tion as executive vice president of a large steel producer, he put in long hours 
and was consistently trying a new idea. He seemed engrossed in his work at 
all times and was regularly making patent applications through his patent 
attorneys. 

Sources say he has contributed valuable information to present standards of 
manufacture of iron and steel. Since 1947, Williams has been active principally 
as a consulting engineer interested especially in the development of small iron 
and steel producers. He has been instrumental in several promotional ideas. 

About 1947 there was talk of developing a steel plant in South America and 
the southern part of the United States. Information regarding the results of 
these developments is not available at this point. As far as can be determined, 
Williams is not associated with any particular company at this time other than 
Steel Engineers, Inc. 

This Delaware corporation was formed in 1948 with an authorized capital of 
2,000 shares, $1 par value common stock. Operations consist of consultant engi- 
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neers’ service; and, as fur as can be determined, Williams is the only one asso 
ciated with this corporation. Mr. Williams travels most of the time and was 
not available for interview on August 10, 1950. He owns his residence at this 
address, valued at $50,000. This property was purchased in 1939. Real-estate 
mortgage Was canceled during that year, and no other mortgage has been 
ecorded 


Mr. Casey. I am not interested in that detailed description, but 
does it contain descriptions of the other gentlemen ¢ 

Mr. Lynn. Yes: we have the others too. Mr. Worthington is a 
professional consulting engineer and— 


has been engaged in that profession in his own name through his career. He 
icted as consulting engineer, specializing in the design of rolling-mill and other 
ndustrial equipment in the steel-mill line. Activities cover North America, and 
work has been performed for numerous large steel concerns in the United States, 


Canada, and Mexico. Work is performed on a fixed-fee basis, and there is one 
emplovee 

Mr. Casry. Now, who are the others’ That is about all I want 
of each of these gentlemen. 

Mr. Lynx. Thomas W. Hardy. He had been connected with the 
\tlas Steel Corp. in Welland, Ontario, and he was vice president of 
that company when he retired in 1946, 

On Dornin, I will leave out some of the details. 

Mr. Harpy. Just so we get a little picture of their experience. 

Mr. Casey. Is this Mr. Dornin the one that is associated with the 
Dornin process ¢ 

Mr. Lynn. That is right. 

\fy, Casey. I think that is probably enough. And Mr. Hensley is 
the other one / 

Mr. Lynn. Robert B. Hensley, ves, sir. Would you like something 
on him? 

Mr. Casry. Is he an attorney / 

Mr. Lynn. He is an attorney; yes, sir. 

Mr. Harpy. That is all right. Now, I just want to see if I cor- 
rectly understand something. Maybe Mr. McCoy can straighten me 
out on this. Do I understand that Mr. Dornin, who is the same 
Dornin connected with the Dornin process, is one of the sponsors of 
a corpor ition which w il] not use his process ¢ 

Mr. McCoy. No; will use his process. 

Mr. Harpy. Wifl use his process ? 

Mr. McCoy. Yes, sir; that is right. 

Mr. Harpy. But, from your statement, his process was incorrectly 
deseribed. 

Mr. McCoy. As sponge iron. 

Mr. Harpy. In the report which you read / 

Mr. McCoy. That is right. 

Mr. Casey. Now, in connection with this loan application did you 
receive any recommendation from the [ron and Steel Division in that 
case / 

Mr. Lynn. As far as the recommendation of the Iron and Steel 
Division, we consulted with Mr. Friedman, who is Mr. McCoy’s assist- 
ant, and he sat down and talked with us and actually wrote out the 
part of it that we have incorporated in our recommendation. I will 
be glad to read that part to you. 

Mr. Casey. Is it long? 
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Mr. Lynn. Several paragraphs [reading]: 


Need for proposed new construction and plant facilities : 

1. The proposed facilities will have an annual capacity of approximately 
189,600 tons of ingot and 146,200 tons of products. The rolling facilities will be 
capable of producing a fairly wide range of open-hearth alloy-quality steels and 
forging-quality carbon steels, electric-furnace aircraft-bearing gun and shot- 
quality steels and tool steels. 

2. The actual production and composition of this company’s output will be 
heavily influenced by demands arising under the defense program, and the use 
of the plant for the production of alloy and other special-quality steels has been 
made a condition in the proposed loan certificate. The tentatively monthly 
product output planned by the applicant is as follows 


Would you want that, sir? 


Mr. Harpy. I do not believe we need to have that in the record. Go 
ahead. 
Mr. Lynn [reading]: 


3. As indicated by current consumption in the market areas lying close to the 
proposed plant, the demand for the types of product which the company is 
capable of supplying is several times the projected output. On the basis of 
comparative freight rates, it is clear that the total market territory in which 
the proposed mill will be in a competitive position in relation to other producers 
would include at least the following areas: East St. Louis, Peoria, Joliet, Ill.; 
Evansville, Indianapolis, New Castle, Ind.; Cincinnati, St. Louis, Tennessee, 
and Kentucky. Present consumption of bars alone in these areas is estimated 
at well over 500,000 tons annually. Consumption of related items would raise 
the total to a minimum of 750,000 tons, or more than five times the output of 
the proposed plant. 

The indicated market area embraces one of the important metal-consumption 
regions of the United States and includes a significant group of industries, the 
output of which is essential in the defense effort. Present trends point to a 
market growth in the steel demands of this region which will undoubtedly be 
accelerated as the military program gets under way. 

4. In the event of full mobilization, all or virtually all of the alloy and other 
special-quality steels produced by the proposed plant will be needed for pro- 
duction of material required by the armed services. Estimates of future require- 
ments under conditions of full mobilization are not yet firm, but available data 
show that at the height of World War II almost two-thirds of alloy-bar produe- 
tion went into direct military uses. 

General Electric has expressed a keen interest in purchasing special-alloy 
steels from the borrower for jet-engine use. General Electric cannot state its 
requirements quantitatively for security reasons, but indicates that they are 
sizable and are difficult to fill. Billings & Spencer has made a similar indication. 
Caterpillar Tractor would like the full production of the mill for use at Joliet 
and Peoria. 

Mr. Harpy. How much more is there in that report ? 

Mr. Lynn. That is all that Mr. Friedman had indicated to us. 

Mr. Harpy. What was the occasion for Mr. Friedman submitting 
this to you? 

Mr. Lynn. It did not come directly to me, sir. 

Mr. Harpy. It came through Mr. McCoy. 

Mr. Lynn. I cannot say whether it came through Mr. McCoy. We 
had a meeting with Mr. Davlin and Mr. Bolger, and we talked the 
matter over; and Mr. Friedman had made a study of it, as I under- 
stand it, and he dictated and wrote that out in longhand for us, as 
a matter of fact. 

Mr. Harpy. While he was in the meeting; is that right / 

Mr. Lynn. After the meeting, as I recall, sir. 

Mr. Harpy. Mr. Friedman, there are just one or two questions in 
connection with this memorandum which you prepared on this case. 
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Where did you get your information to form the basis of that memo 
randum / 

Mr. Frrepman. The information came from various sources. The 
information on the market which was available to a mill located at 
this site came from data developed by the Bureau of the Census and 
by Iron Age, which is one of the leading periodicals, trade journals 
for the steel industry. 

The data on freight rates came from the Interstate Commerce Com- 
HiISSIOn. \ eood deal of data on this whole subject was available 
within the Department of Commerce which normally has an impor 
tant responsibility in this steel field. 

Mr. Harpy. And you had assembled all of this data prior to the 
time of the meeting: is that right ¢ 

Mr. FrrepMan. That is right. 

Mr. Harpy. Do you ordinarily write your memorandums out in 
longhand or do you usually dictate them / 

Mr. FriepMan. Asa matter of fact in this particular case I dictated 
it. The copy | have got Says “Dictated” by lie and has iV Name 
on it. 

Mr. Harpy. That is all right; that is inconsequential. 

Mr. FrirpMan. Just to respond clearly to your question, so far as 
the military aspect of this was concerned, which espe tally at that 
time seemed extremely important, I made a pretty thorough investi 
gation of the wartime use of steel of this kind, and I had been mivself 
in the War Production Board concerned with the steel-requirements 
problem, and drew on that as well. 

Mr. Harpy. Well, now, recalling some figures in vour statement 
concerning the output, the production of the plant, where did you 
get that from / 

Mr. Fru DMAN. The proposed production 4 

Mr. Harpy. If I understood your statement correctly, you said this 
plant will produce so many tons of this. 

Mr. Lynn. If ] may, please, the tentatively monthly product out 
put plat ned by the applicant Was as follows. That Was submitted 
by the applicant, sir. 

Mr. Harpy. Oh, well, now that accounts for my misunderstanding 
of it. , 

Mr. Lynn. That is the part I did not give to you. I will be glad 
to fill that part in if you like. 

Mr. Harpy. That is quite all right: I think it is filled in now. 
Any further questions on this Green River case ? 

Mr. Casry. I have some further questions that I would like to ask 
the people from the Defense Production Administration. 

Mr. Harpy. We certainly do thank you, Mr. Creedon and all of 
you ventlemen. 

Mr. Casry. Mr. Woodside. would vou come forward and bring with 
vou Mr. Mace, Mr. Perkins. and Mr. Zimmerman. 

Mr. I] ARDY. Mr. W oodside. ] believe you have been sworh.,. ] do hot 
think the rest of vou have, 
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FURTHER TESTIMONY OF BYRON D. WOODSIDE, DIRECTOR, DE- 
FENSE EXPANSION DIVISION, DEFENSE PRODUCTION ADMIN- 
ISTRATION; ACCOMPANIED BY WILBUR MACE, NATIONAL 
PRODUCTION AUTHORITY: THEODORE T. PERKINS, IN CHARGE 
OF SECTION 302, DEFENSE PRODUCTION LOANS, DEFENSE PRO- 
DUCTION ADMINISTRATION; RALPH E. ZIMMERMAN, DEFENSE 
PRODUCTION ADMINISTRATION: AND FRANK CROCKETT, DE- 
FENSE PRODUCTION ADMINISTRATION 


(Having been duly sworn by Mr. Hardy.) 

Mr. Casey. Will each of vou gentlemen identify vourself for the 
record eiving your Tames and association with e thet the Defense 
Production Authority or NSRB as the case may be. 

Mr. Mace. Wilbur Mace, with NPA. 

Mr. Perkins. Theodore T. Perkins, in charge of Section 302, De 
fense Production Loans of DPA. 

Mr. Zimmerman. Ralph E. Zimmerman, DPA. 

Mr. Crockerr. Frank Crockett, DPA. 

Mr. WoopsiDE. Byron ED: Woodside, Director of the Defense Ex- 
pansion Division of DPA. 

I might say. if you please, that Mr. Mace was on our staff up until 
I forget just what date. and then on detail from the NSRB, and then 
at about the time we moved over under DPA r. Mace left our office 
and went with NPA. 

Mr. Harpy. He was with NSRB at the time this particular matter 
was under consideration, but he is now with NPA / 

Mr. W oopsiDE. That Is! oht. Mr. Mace was on detail with nhiy offic e, 

Mr. Casey. Mr. Mace. would vou sketch briefly vour background 
please ¢ a 

Mr. Mace. I retired 3 vears ago. Since then for about 10 months of 
each of the 3 years 1 have been with the Office of Industry Coopera- 
tion, Department of Commerce. the Munitions Board. and the third 
vear with NSRB and NPA. Before I retired IT was 45 vears with 
Alleghaney Ludlum Steel and 27 vears before that with United States 
Steel Corp. subsidiaries and the corporation itself. 

Mr. Casey. Thank you. Did you have occasion at some time to 
consider some aspect of this Green River Steel case / 

Mr. “ace. Yes: after it came up I was in my capacity more or less 
as a consultant asked by Mr. Zimmerman what I thought about the 
production end of it, and prior to that when I was in NSRB in the 
Materials Division I made a little résumé of the project as it was 
submitted to Mr. Spencer Shannon's office, who was Chief of the Ma- 
terials Division, NSRB. 

Mr. Casry. So that you made a complete analysis of the proposed 
venture as part of your official duties with the National Security Re- 
sources Board ? 

Mr. Mace. I would not consider it complete. It was rather brief so 
that it could be reviewed. There were pages in connection with it and 
I put down three sheets I think. 

Mr. Casey. I have a copy of a memorandum here dated January 24, 
1951, addressed to Mr. R. E. Zimmerman, Business Expansion Office, 
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from Mr. A. Wilbur Mace in connection with the Green River Steel 
Corp. Does this in substance represent your views in this matter? 

Mr. Mace. Yes. 

Mr. CASsry. Would vou read that into the record, please / 

Mr. Mace. It isovera page. Do you want it all / 

Mr. Casey. That is all right, read it into the record. 

Mr. Mace (reading): 


TA—241, $8,000,0832—Green River Steel Corp., Owensboro, Ky. 

In response to your request for comment on the application above mentioned, 
this project contemplates the annual production of 189,000 tons of steel ingots 
using iron and steel scrap as its raw material. 

Scrap is currently an item of national shortage. As our production capacity 
for making new steel and its demand for scrap increases, this shortage becomes a 
serious factor in attaining the ingot tonnages already projected 

Our basie objective is additional ingot tonnage. Steel production based on all 
scrap as its raw material gives us no new steel. The use of scrap for this plant 
would today be largely a diversion of scrap supply now going to production facili- 
ties elsewhere. This largely cancels out any concept of 189,000 tons of new steel 
being produced by this undertaking. 


Do you want me to give that analysis there next / 
Mr. Casey. Not if you don’t consider it important. 


Mr. Mace. Well, I will. 


Furthermore, our ore supply potential is improving while our scrap supply 
potention is getting rapidly worse. We should therefore note that, in an inte- 
grated set-up based on the blast furnace and an open-hearth charge of 40-percent 
scrap and 60-percent pig iron, roughly speaking, a ton of scrap added to a ton of 
pig iron produces 2 tons of steel, 1 a new ton. The more accurate figure, based 
on a 90-percent open-hearth yield is: 


Scrap : é : pean 0. 589 
Pig iron ie arctan taf nian oat alee ale eee ee . 411 
PU cae , ad ‘ 1. OOO 


The foregoing is my prime reason for believing this project should not be fur 
ther promoted, regardless of the geographic pattern to which we must needs give 
consideration. 

Management: The management embryo outlined offers little to recommend it 
from a viewpoint of essential high administrative competency. Manpower of un 
skilled labor in the area may be abundant but, for success, this must include a 
generous leaven of men with the know how or some specific concept of obtaining 
or training them. 

The Dornin process: This is not a steel-making process but a process for 
handling the ingot after the steel is made. 

Costs: The $8 million estimate is undoubtedly much too low to cover all costs 
of even this nonintegrated installation planned to produce 189,000 tons of ingots 
per year. 

When would production begin: Applicant says “12 months from date of 
beginning of construction.” This would require specific commitments covering 
all equipment prior to erection of buildings, and the accurate keeping of such 
commitments. Little if any allowance is made for getting all facilities keyed to 
production, and does not include an estimated date for attainment of full 
production 

As a major contribution to early defense, we can scarcely recommend this 
project 

Mr. Casry. Do you have anything to add to that memorandum, 
Mr. Mace? 

Mr. Macr. I don’t think so, unless you have some specific questions. 

Mr. Casey. Well, do I understand that the prime reason for ad- 
verse recommendation in this case was the drain on our present sup- 
ply of scrap? 





reer, 
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Mr. Mace. Yes; and the shortage of it in the mills that are now 
producing. We were going at a very high rate of ndedien and 
even at that time we were concerned regarding maintaining our serap 
supply so as to maintain the current high rate of production in the 
industry. 

Mr. Casry. Do I understand that there is a process for making steel 
which uses part scrap and part pig iron 

Mr. M ice. That is the normal open- hearth process. 

Mr. Casry. And this particular process would use all scrap ‘ 

Mr. Mace. Yes. 

Mr. Casry. So that in essence it did not add to our steel supply since 
that scrap would be used by some existing steel-making facilities ¢ 

Mr. Mace. That is right. 

Mr. Casry. I have no further questions of Mr. Mace. 

Mr. Harpy. Mr. Mace, are you familiar with the Ebasco Services, 
Inc., of New York? 

Mr. Mace. Only asa name. I don’t know about their services. 

Mr. Harpy. That is a firm of consultants, I believe. 

Mr. Mace. Yes. I understand they are a very good firm. 

Mr. Harpy. In a report on this concern made by that organization, 
they have this to say about se rap supp ly: : 

There is reasonably good assurance of an adequate supply of scrap based on 
statements of seven large scrap dealers. Scrap supply, which is tight now, will 
be aided by Government allocation, by favorable location freightwise, by avail- 
ability of so-called free scrap in the area, and by ability to use lighter grades of 
scrap than other mills. 

Have you any comment to make about that ¢ 

Mr. Mace. I could, but I think you have other witnesses, Mr. 
Crockett, for instance, who could give you more expert information 
than I could. 

Mr. Harpy. I merely raise that question with you because a major 
part of your memorandum I believe was centered on the serap problem. 

Mr. Mace. Well, in the first place it would be all free scrap. They 
would have no, what we call home scrap to draw on except their own 
to begin with, and the freight rates of course, they would have an 
advantage there, but the main point is this. 

Scrap that is assembled from that area is now moving to other mills 
that are utilizing it, and they need it badly. Now if you build a new 
mill today in an area where there is not some particular reason for 
building it there, you are merely diverting needed scrap from the pres- 
ent consuming centers. 

Mr. Harpy. Thank you, Mr. Mace. 

Mr. Casey. Mr. Crockett, would you give a brief summary of your 
background, sir? 

Mr. Crocker. For 10 years I was operating vice president of the 
Tennessee Coal & Iron Railroad Co. at Birmingham, 13 years presi- 
dent of Woodward Iron Co. Later I came to W ashington in WPB 
where I was associated with plant facilities, and from there I went to 
RFC. From there was moved to War Assets Administration as 
Chief Appraiser in Charge of Iron and Steel Products. From there 
I went to NSRB as Deputy Director of Steel and more recently trans- 
ferred to DPA, 

Mr. Casry. And did you have occasion to make a study of the 
Green River Steel case? 
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Mr. Crockett. I don’t know whether I would call it a study or not, 
whether it was that extensive or not. The proposal came in and was 
put on my desk one day and I wrote a short memorandum on it. 

Mr. Harpy. But your memorandum was based on an intimate study 
of this particular situation 4 

Mr. Crockerr. No; I did not vO into any extensive study because 
obviously the project contemplated increased production by means of 
an electric furnace. They were going to put in two e ‘lectric furnaces. 

You can’t operate an e lectric furnace without ser: ap. Serap at that 
time was short and Is increasing Ly more so today, so that if the fur- 
naces were built, there would be no use building them unless you can 
operate them, and to operate them you must have scrap, and to get 
scrap you must divert it from others who now can use it and who are 
in short supply, so IL wasn’t very much impressed with the possibility 
of increasing emergency material when it was de pendent on a short 
supply of serap which existed at that time, and is increasingly worse 
today. 

Mr. Harpy. Let me ask you a question in my ignorance of this 
technical side of this picture. Do you know whether sponge iron is 
ever used as a substitute for scrap ? 

Mr. Crockxerr. Academically, yes: practically, no. There are all 
sorts of processes for taking ore and reducing the iron ore to iron 
without going through the blast furnace. That is called the direct 
process. There are hundreds of them, and none of them are in com- 
mercial operation. 

The last one we had in a case in World War IT was at Warren where 
they put up a plant that cost, I think, $1,000,000 and got 25 or 30 tons 
of metal out of it. 

Mr. Harpy. You do not know whether this proposal embodied any 
sort of an atte mpt to use sponge iron in pl: ice of ser: ap? 

Mr. Crockxerr. Yes, sir; they started out to state that they were 
going to do with the electric furnace and then looking forward to the 
future growth of the plant, they contemplated putting in means of 
direct production in which the Krupp-Rehn process was mentioned. 
That, however, has nothing to do with the present project. They were 
just looking forward toa plant they hoped would expand by a means 
of putting in Krupp-Rehn process and giving them iron. That was 
still an experimental process. 

During the war Germany and Japan built quite a number of 
Krupp-Rehn plants. They did that because they had nothing else. 
Thev got a very inferior product and none works today except in 
Czechoslovakia. Our situation in this country today is not so des- 
perate that we have to work with such methods. The production re- 
sulting “aa that product is too high in sulfur. It ‘would not be 
acceptable 1 America 

Mr. Harpy. Your position then is somewhat similar to that of Mr. 
Mace in that this project being wholly dependent upon serap, would 
simply have the effect, if it operated, of reducing the scrap which 
otherwise roto the present consumers of it 2 

Mr. Croexerr. Yes, sir. The only way it could operate would be 
to have allocation of scrap and alloeations do not create anvthing. 
They might be entitled under the NPA to an alloeation of available 


scrap, but that does not create any scrap. 
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All it does is divert it specifically to some unit, and while this plant 
would be getting it some other plant would be short, so there is no 
creation of new metallics. 

Mr. Harpy. I have heard somewhere that there was a proposal 
that this plant would use low-grade ores available out in that section. 

Mr. CROCKETT. They spoke ot the low erade ores of Kentucky, and 
the way they were going to utilize them is by the Krupp-Rehn 
process, 

Mr. Harpy. That would contemplate sponge 1ron subst ituted—— 

Mr. Crockxerr. No; that is a metallic iron and you reduce the roms 
it floats out of a kiln ina bath of slag and is incorporated in the sla 
You cool that mass and crush it. reek ite the iron from the sla 
so you get a ‘ollection of pe ‘lets ooh ha a Iron. 

Mr. Harpy. Do you know whether oan s still any plan to fol- 
low any such procedure as that as part of their supply of basic 
material ? 

Mr. Ccocxerr. Not in the immediate proposal. That is another 
step which comes later. It does not constitute part ot the present 
yroposal. 

Mr. Mace. Mr. Chairman, I think I ean clear part of your question 
up hy saving that when originally presented to NSRB, it contained 
two proposals. One, this one, and a second one, what they called 
their expansion project which was, I think, contemplating 600,000 
tons a year 

That is memory now, I am not sure of it, but it was a much larger 
amount, and that was based on the Krupp-Reln process. 

Mr. Harpy. Assuming that they had a source of basic material, 
you might not have given adverse recommendations on this particular 
matter ¢ 

Mr. Mace. I did not get that question. 

Mr. Harpy. I said assuming that the plant had a source of its basic 
raw materials, your recommendation might not have been adverse / 

Mr. Mace. Right. 

Mr. Harpy. Actually your recommendation was not strongly ad- 
verse anyway. It was simply expressed negatively, I believe. 

Mr. Casey. Did you make your study independently of Mr. Mace’s 
study, Mr. Crockett ? 

Mr. Crocketr. Yes, sil 

Mr. Casey. And do I construe your comments today as not Giving 
much weight to the comments of the Ebasco Services, Inc.. report on 
the item of scrap supply’ Were you conscious of W they said in 
that report ! 

Mr. Crocxetrr. No; I was not conscious of it, and it would not have 
made any difference if I had been. The steel at that time was very 
short. We knew we were increasing open-hearth furnaces, the scrap 
situation would get worse. 

Mr. Casey. To whom did you make your recommendation, Mr. 
Crockett ? 

Mr. Crockett. I wrote a memorandum and I think it was sent to 
Mr. Shannon who was in charge of materials. I do not know whatever 
happened to it. 

Mr. Casey. Mr. Zimmerman, did you have occasion at some time to 
make a study of this Green River Steel case / 


Mr. ZIMMERMAN. I did. 
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Mr. Casey. Would you give us a brief summary of your back- 
round, please / 

Mr. Zimmerman. I started out with the Federal Deposit Insurance 
Corporation as an assistant bank examiner in 1933, and I was pro- 
moted over the years until finally in 1942 I was made supervising 
liquidator in charge of all the bank liquidations throughout the 
United States, and I was also a member of the Board of Review of 
the FDIC and the committee on liquidations which were policy-forra- 
ing boards for the Board of Directors. 

I left the Corporation in 1947 to enter a firm of investment counsel 
in Chicago where I stayed until 1949, and left to promote a private 
business, and failing at that, I joined the DPA or then the National 
Security Resources Board in November of 1950. 

Mr. Casey. And did you make some recommendations with respect to 
this Green River Steel Corp. ¢ 

Mr. ZimmMerMAN. I recommended that the loan be denied. 

Mr. Casey. And are your views encompassed in a memorandum $ 

Mr. ZimMERMAN. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Casry. Of January 26, 1951% 

Mr. ZimMERMAN. I do not believe the memorandum had a date on 
it, at least my copy does not, but it was written about that time. 

Mr. Casry. To whom was it addressed ? 

Mr. ZimMeRMAN,. Well, it is not addressed to anyone, Mr. Casey. It 
is what we call a loan format which is a review of the case. 

Mr. Casey. Would you summarize briefly your reasons for recom- 
mending adversely in this case? 

Mr. ZimMerRMAN. My reasons were predicated primarily upon the 
evidence you have just heard concerning the scrap situation, and I 
felt that in view of that situation, this sort of a loan would be a 
detraction from the defense effort rather than an addition to it, and if 
that opinion is correct, then I felt that the loan did not come within 
the scope of the Defense Production Act of 1950, nor within the 
policies and criteria established to carry out the purposes of that act. 

Mr. Casey. Would you read, Mr. Zimmerman, the paragraph en- 
titled “Conclusions and Recommendations” in that ? 

Mr. ZimmMerMAN. I just discovered I left my glasses in my office. 
May someone read this for me? 

Mr. Casry. I will read it, and you correct me if this is not your 
recommendation. ; 

Mr. ZIMMERMAN. Yes, sir; I can follow it generally. 

Mr. Casey (reading) : 


cr 
= 


We conclude that since the building, equipping, and operation of the plant 
will cause a further and unwarranted strain on the rapidly dwindling supplies 
of building materials, equipment, transportation, manpower, raw materials, 
electrical energy, and so forth, without an over-all expansion of the capacity of 
the steel industry, it does not conform with several of the “must” loan criteria. 

Namely, it does not increase capacity, the purposes desired can be accomplished 
in another manner, there is definite reason to doubt that the factors of produc- 
tion will be available and feasible, the competency of management is seriously 
questionable, and finally the operation is more apt to increase current and pros- 
pective shortages than to alleviate them. 

Lacking such conformity the loan does not, in my opinion, come within the 
intent and purposes of section 302, title III, of the Defense Production Act of 
1950. It is, therefore, my recommendation that the loan application be rejected. 


Mr. ZimMerMAN. That is correct, sir. 
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Mr. Casey. Do you have anything further to add to your recom- 
mendation / 

Mr. ZimMerRMAN. No, sil 

Mr. Casey. Mr. Perkins, did you have occasion to consider this case 
at some time? 

Mr. Perkins. Yes, sir; J reviewed the reports of Mr. Zimmerman 
and the application and all exhibits that were in the file, and Mr. 
Mace’s memorandum, and I came up with practically the same con- 
clusions. 

I was not in a position—I did not feel at any time that I could 
recommend the loan, but I did feel that there were two or three favor- 
able factors, possibly in the interest of national de fense, so the 
story should ‘be told to some ‘body of higher authori ty to m ike a policy Vv 
decision. I first reviewed it with Mr. Woodside, my superior, and 
he, I believe, agreed that he did not wish to recommend this loan, 
and that we would take it over to Mr. Gibson who then was Deputy 
Administrator. 

Mr. Casey. Mr. Woodside, you did not take any position on this 
loan: is that so? 

Mr. Woopsipe. That is not quite correct. The Green River and the 
Hazleton cases were received by us from the Department of Com- 
merce, I believe, on the same date. It was around the latter part of 
January, the 19th or 20th, somewhere in there. 

As has been testified here before, the Hazleton case was assigned 
to one Mr. Craven, who examined it. This case was assigned to 
Mr. Zimmerman. Mr. Zimmerman completed his report and that 
report would have, together with a memorandum of other members 
of the staff who had worked on the general problem and the specific 
problem, been the basis for a discussion among ourselves le ading to 
the preparation of a formal report and recommendation to the Deputy 
Administrator. 

That was not done. We had informal discussions among our- 
selves dealing with our own views on the matter, Commerce's recom- 
mendations, and the RFC report. 

It is my recollection that both Commerce and Mr. Gibson’s office 
in the week following the Hazleton case urged that the Green River 
case be prese nted for action, so instead of preparing a formal! report 
on this case, we took the case to Mr. Gibson’s office, made an oral 
presentation of it, and it is my recollection that I indicated to Mr. 
Gibson not only that there were many questions here which raised 
doubt as to whether the loan should be approved, at least at that time, 
and further that in light of the applications then on file for addi- 
tional steel production, it seemed to me to be a real question as to 
whether there was any necessity for a Government loan to any opera- 
tion of this nature at that stage of the program, and that is the extent 
of our participation in the decision. 

Mr. Casry. Would you carry that description of what happened 
forward to indicate to us how it happened to be approved by Mr. 
Gibson ? 

Mr. Woopsipe. Mr. Gibson was the certifying authority, the Deputy 
Administrator of DPA who had been delegated by Mr. Harrison to 
certify loans. He indicated a familiarity with this case and the gen- 
eral problem, and a willingness to follow Commerce’s recommendation. 
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Mr. Casey. In other words, it is more or less similar to what 
happened in the Hazleton case ? 

Mr. Woopsipr. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Casey. How long a conversation did you have with Mr. Gibson 
at the time it was approved ¢ 

Mr. Woopstpe. Well, now, this is just memory. I would say we 
were with Mr. Gibson discussing this case perhaps an hour at the most. 
You can check me on that. 

Mr. Perxins. That is correct. 

Mr. Woopsipe. I think both of these centlemen were present. 

Mr. Perkins. Yes. We had several other cases to present. I 
do not recall whether this came first or the other. About a half an 
hour all told, so probab ty this case got 20 minutes to half an hour. 

Mr. Casry. Do I underst: ind that Mr. Gibson indicated he had 
some knowledge of his own concerning this case / 

Mr. Woopsipe. He indicated a familiarity with the application and 
the company "g general proposition. 

Mr. Casey. Did he indicate a disposition to approve this loan with 
out further consideration of it ? 

Mr. Woopsipr. He listened to what we had to say. He relied, I 
think, upon Commerce’s formal recommendation which we had with 
us. 

Mr. Harpy. I want to ask Mr. Perkins a question. Mr. Perkins, 
you said there were some favorable factors. In order that we do 
not get just one side of the picture, would you be good enough to tell 
us what the favorable factors were, which apparently we have not 
votten into the record as yet. 

Mr. Perkins. I had a little note in the file which I was ready to 
present to Mr. Gibson when I went over there, as to the favorable 
aspects. I said that it would produce certain needed steel, although 
there is some question as to established plants being able to produce 
the same amount. 

In other words, this Defense Production money is not supposed to 
he used to increase facilities if the same production can be secured 
by already existing facilities. I felt without question, I believe, the 
armed services needed alloy and other spec inl quality steels. There 
was also the aspect that General Electric, Billings & Spencer, and 
Caterpillar Tractor all expressed their need for the product. 

Utilities were said to be available, transportation, both rail and 
river, were available. I think those were the favorable sides of the 
quest On. 

Mr. Harpy. Thank you, Mr. Perkins. 

Mr. Meaper. Mr. Perkins, you say the same product could be pro- 
duced by existing f he naga 

Mr. PERKINS. Fe sl 

Meraper. Shouldn't that end it, then? 


Mr. Perkins. I said if the additional need, the expanded need, 
Cou le 


| be produced by other existing facilities elsewhere, the money 
sheuld not be put in here. 
Mr. Mraper. As I listened to your statement of the favorable fac- 
tors, I thought you said that there was a question whether or not 
the product proposed to be produced at this plant could be produced 


elsewhere by facilities already existing. 








c 
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Mr. Perkins. There was some question; I mean there was some 
feeling that other already existing facilities were available to produce 
this steel by expansion of their own. 

Mr. Meapver. | understood Mr. Mace’s testimony and Mr. Crockett’s 
testimony to be that there were existing facilities which were presently 
absorbing all of the scrap that would be used in this proposed new 
plant. 

Mr. Perxtns. I think what I intended to imply was that this scrap 
that would have gone into this plant could have been diverted to other 
existing facilities and thereby increased the production in facilities 
already existing by diverting this scrap over there instead of creating 
a new plant. 

Mr. Meapver. I understood Mr. Crockett and Mr. Mace’s testimony 
to indicate the establishment of this plant would not increase the steel 
output at all because the limiting factor was not plant capacity but 
scrap, and you cannot make any more steel unless you have additional 
scrap, and so they were positive that this plant would not increase 
the product for the defense effort. 

Now, you seem to have some question about it. and I was wondering 
on what you based it. if you did not base it upon the testimony that 
these two gent lemen gave. 

Mr. Woopvsipr. May [ try to answer that, if you please. 

As I recall the app hie ation, it was one of the purposes of the company 
to produce alloy steel, and alloy steel produced in that area, as I] under- 
stand it, would have served a need. 

In other words, while your electric furnaces do not produce any net 
increase of steel ingots, the proposal to use the product of this company 
for making alloy steel, I think was one of the favorable factors which 
Mr. Perkins had in mind. 

Mr. Meaper. That makes me go back to Mr. Mace and Mr. Crockett. 
Would this plant produce a different character of steel product than 
presently exisiting facilities, utilizing the same scr: se 

Mr. M ace. The ap 1u hie ant antic ipates that would be ” case, but 
the greater demand in that area is for the conversion of that scrap 
Into small angles and bars, and so forth, that are used in ie aren. 

There is undoubtedly some market with the military for low-alloy 
steels that could be produced by such a set up, but when it comes to 
the high alloys, their processing equipment would go into a much 
larger investment, and I do not think it was seriously anticipated from 
what I saw in the application. 

Mr. Harpy. You recoe@nize that there would be value in increasing 
the output of the alloy, even though it might have to take away from 
some of the total sup Pp rhy of the basic material ? 

Mr. Mace. Well, if that anticipation was realized, yes. but I am not 
so sure that they are not depending more on sati ois e the demands 
of their Jocal community rather than shipping it great distances to 
compete with other mills. 

I am not a market expert, so I am getting a little out of mv field. 
but there is one pont | do want to mention. That 5 2 considering 
that one of the favorable items was the improvement of the geographic 
pattern from the point of production. 

Mr. Harpy. You would agree with that ? 
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Mr. Mace. And the lessened vulnerability from atomic attack, but I 
did not say anything about it because that is canceled out by the un- 
certainty as to when they would be in production. 

Mr. Harpy. Assuming that they got into production at a reasonable 
time, that would be a worth-while factor 

Mr. Mace. Yes; but from the defense standpoint if you do not get 
your equipment to produce the steel, it will not be worth much for 
defense 

Mr. Harpy. You could make that same point, could you not, with 
respect to any plant expansion ¢ 

Mr. Mace. To many of them. We are expanding now way beyond 
what we are going to get our electrical equipment for in time if we 
should have any early —— 

Mr. Harpy. But the question of availability of equipment would 
not necessarily apply to this particular plant any more than that of 
any other? 

Mr. Mace. That is right. 

Mr. Casry. Mr. Chairman, I understand that Mr. MeCoy would 
like to come forward. Did you have some information on this point, 
Mr. McCoy? 

Mr. McCoy. Mr. Chairman, since the weight of the disapprovals 
were registered here by the DPA personnel and seem to hinge upon 
the requirements for special alloy steels that could be produced from 
such a plant and also the drain upon the scrap supply, I thought we 
might contribute our views on that matter. 

First of all, our own analysis was predicated on the fact that this 
plant would produce alloy steels which would be useful in the defense 

effort and which we so stated, and the condition of the loan which 
was later made was that the fac ility would produce thos e special steels. 

One of our problems in NPA now in connection with the allocation 
of steel for the defense effort is the great impact on special alloys 
and probably it is the tightest situation in the whole steel picture—is 
the provision of the alloy steels which are required in much larger 
qui inti ty in defense periods than they are normally in peacetime, so 
that there is a need, in our opinion, for new electric furnace capacity 
to produce the kind of steel that only electric furnaces can produce. 

Mr. Harpy. You would take that position notwithstanding the fact 
that whatever basic raw materials are required for the operation of 
this plant must be drawn from other facilities now using the same 
materials? 

Mr. McCoy. I certainly should, with respect to the serap supply 
and the drain that this would make on serap that would normally flow 
to other sources; that is quite true. 

Mr. Harpy. And you do not think it is particularly significant that 
Mr. Friedman in his memorandum that was discussed awhile ago 
did not refer to the fact _ the scrap which would go to this par- 
ticular plant would reduce by that amount that which is now going 
somewhere else ? 

Mr. McCoy. It would have some effect, Mr. Chairman. but. re- 
member this: That we have certified already something like up to 
116 or 117 million additional ingot-tons, and that all of that new 
capac ity requires scrap, even one of the largest new facilities, new 
integrated facilities, has a ratio of 1,800,000-ton ingot with only 
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1,000,000 tons of pig iron to go with it, which means that that new 
facility will require ronggnly about 50 — nt of its basic metallies. 

Mr. Harpy. Then, do I understand that the basis of your position 
is that to use the limitation on scrap supply as a deterrent to the grant- 
ing of this loan would be singling this loan out because the same factor 
would apply to all of them / 

Mr. McCoy. Apply to all of them, yes, sir; and, therefore, if we took 
the scrap situation as the guiding factor, we could not have certified 
any of the other facilities if we rested the case entirely on that basis. 

Mr. Casey. Mr. Crockett, do you have anything to say to that ¢ 

Mr. Crockxerr. The production of alloy steel is dependent not so 
much upon the facilities to produce them but on the necessary strategic 
alloy materials, which is now a very pressing problem, and as far as 
the other expansions that are being made, they are Suppose d to bring 
them out in balance W ith meres att ron produc tion. 

You cannot possibly generate the ingots that are required on the 
basis of adding scrap in = normal supply that we used to have, and 
to do that you have got to provide blast furnaces to make pig iron, 
and you do not use pig) iron in an electric furnace. 

Mr. CASEY. Do | in de rstand that in the great m jority of expan- 
sion of our steel facilities that is covered by these other certificates, 
they are contributing an increase to our total steel supply in the sense 
that there are other components being used besides sé rap. whereas in 
this particular case scrap is th ie sole component to be used by reason 
of the ; act an electric furnace is employed ? 

Mr. ¢ “ROCKETT. Toi nerease In 


it will be necessary to construct additior l 


mn to the tonnage desired, 
| blast furnaces which will 
use iron ore and coke, and that forms a metallic which mav go into a 
Bessemer converter or into an opel hearth, and 1 that open hearth 
they would use all the sc rap available. 

On the new schedule they will be using iron at a ratio on the open- 


( 


rot producti 
] 


hearth Way oe of what it ought to be for satisfactory work, but 
th e\ cannot help that. so that the pre oram that heing developed, 
they are now bringing in blast-furnace programs and supporting that 
v ith the necessary coke ovens to melt the ore th 

to make pig iron. 

Mr. Casey. Then you perceive a difference between the relationship 
ot our ser \p supply to the app OV i] of thes other bia lities than in 
the case of the Green River? 

Mr. Crockert. If they had to, they could make steel out of all pig 
iron. It would not be desirable, but that would be the top limit in 


iw goes 1h the Turnace 


ss 
this case, 


In the other case it is essential to have scrap That isthe raw mate 
rial that the « lectrie fur ( ises, The e open heart! oO ks on pig ron 
and scrap to the e nt that it is available. 

Mr. Casry. Mr. hairn ain, I am voll ao toa k that there be made 
seek OH tg eset uk ices beck tha bees f the Ebasco Set vices, Ine. 


dated April Dy BO Ls copy of which has been furnished to us. It ‘. 
addressed to Mr. Brownlee O. Currey, president, Equitable Securities 
Corp.. in Nashville, Tenn. 

Mr. H ARDY. Without objec tion, it ¥ il] be made a part of the record 
at this point. 
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(‘I he document above refe) red TOWN AS follows:) 


EBAsco SERVICES, INC., 
New York, N.Y., April 5, 1951. 
Mr. BRowN ere O. CurREyY, 
President, Equitable Securities Corp 
Vashvrille, Tenn. 


Dear Mr. Currey: This memorandum is for the purpose of confirming the in 
formation transmitted to you yesterday by telephone regarding our tentative 
conclusions on the Green River Steel Co. project at Owensboro, Ky The conclu 
sions both by telephone and in this memorandum must be qualified by the state 
ment that they are based on the findings of our study thus far and are subject 
to modification as the study proceeds. However, the major conclusions are reason 
ably final and any modifications in the final data will be relatively minor in 
characte! 

Based on the findings of our study thus far, the following are our tentative 
conclusions as to major points of the Green River Steel project 

Scrap supply.—There is reasonably good assurance of an adequate supply of 
scrap based on statements of seven large scrap dealers, Scrap supply, which is 
tight now, will be aided by Government allocation, by favorable location freight 
Wise, by availability of so-called free scrap in the area, and by ability to use 
lighter grades of scrap than other mills 
Other raw materials Adequate supplies of other required raw materials 

has 


ssured. Fuel and water supply are adequate 





Transportation facittties —Excellent rail and water transportation facilities 
Will be available 


Labor supply An adequate supply of nonskilled and semiskilled labor is 
available in the area Skilled labor can be trained or brought in 

Plant site Examination of the plant site indicates it to be satisfactory in 
every respect for the projected plant with ample room for future expansion 

Power suppl The steel plant would have a maximum demand of twenty to 
twenty-five thousand kilowatts and the nature of the load is such as to cause 
wide swings in demand on the supplying utility A firm contract for supplying 


the necessary power has not yet been consummated although the Owensboro 


municipal utility, municipal officials, and the chamber of commerce have indicated 
that adequate power on satisfactory terms would be made available. Such a 
firm contract for adequate power should be executed promptly 

To supply adequate power, the projected 30,000-kilowatt generating unit of 
Owensboro municipal utility should be in operation before the steel plant is 
completed. Also, the utility would have to add some auxiliaries to enable simul- 
taneous operation of the present three 7,500-kilowatt generators Continua 
tion of the tie-in line with Kentucky Utilities Co. would also be necessary to 
take the swings 

It would be advantageous if the utility would own, operate, and maintain 
the necessary power lines and transformer stations and provide any special 
equipment necessary and be compensated for same in the power rate. De 
pending on the electrical characteristics of the load and the method of opera- 
tion, special corrective equipment might be necessary ranging up to $500,000 
In cost 

Based on information to date, it is probable that the 30,000-kilowatt unit could 
be installed prior to the completion of the steel plant and there is good indica 
tion that a satisfactory contractual arrangement for adequate power could be 
made 

Varkets.—The projected plant would produce 12,000 tons of finished products 
per month, the products being ingots, blooms, billets, and bars. There seems to 
be no question that a large market for these products exists in southern Indiana, 
southern Illinois, Missouri, northern Tennessee, and Kentucky In fact, there 
appears little doubt that the full output of the plant could be sold under com 
petitive conditions even if the defense effort were slackened somewhat. 

Production method The method proposed for making the steel products is 
il and will function satisfactorily. The plant and equipment as de- 
signed are modern, up to date, and incorporate the newest techniques, 

Construction costs.—At present quoted prices the plant could be built for 
approximately $8,000,000 including land, buildings, and all equipment but ex 
cluding interest during construction, organization expense, and any corrective 
electrical equipment The use of good used equipment, if obtainable at the 
time of construction, might reduce costs by $500,000, 








economic 
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Financing. It is understood that the Reconstruction Finance Corporation 
has granted a loan to Green River Steel Corp. of $5,556,126, contingent upon 
the borrower raising $2,000,000 working capital from private sources. It is 
also understood that the National Production Authority has granted a loan of 
$5,000,000 contingent upen the above loan from RFC It is further understood 
that a certificate of necessity has been granted permitting accelerated amortiza- 
tion of SS percent of the plant cost over a 5-year period The above factors 
were given cognizance in appraising the project as to financing and economic 
feasibility 

Barnings Pased on present selling prices and costs, the revenues, expenses, 
and earnings would be approximately as follows: 





Gross sales S24, 000, 000 
Production costs 15. OOO, OOO 
Gross income 9, OOO, OOO 


Other deductions: 


Selling and administrative expenses z, 000 
Depreciation (accelerated and normal) iS 0 
Interest 000 





Other expenses including property taxes 75, OOO 


Total $. DOO, OOO 
Income before income taxes +. 500. 000 
Estimated Federal and State income taxes at composite 60 percent 

rate : 2, 700, 000 

Net income after taxes 1. S00, 000 


} { 


The above earnings are before any possible renegotiation, the effect of which 
is unknown at this time. 
Cash sil ation Based on the ibove estima Cs cash W uld be Yel erated in al 


normal operating year during the first 5-year period roughly as follows 


Cash from earnings $1, S00, OOO 
Cash from depreciation reserve 1. GOO, 000 
Total cash 8. 400, 000 
Amortization of Government loans 1. 400, 000 
Net cash available 2 O00, OOO 
Working capital Preliminary estimates indicate that at least $2,000,000 would 
be required for initial working capital 
Reonomic feasibility Based on data and tentative findings thus far, the 
project appears to be economically feasible The estimated potential return 
appears favorable compared with the business risks involved 


We are proceeding to complete our study and will submit a formal report upon 
completion. Our final report may modify and retine the data somewhat but 
we believe the conclusions herein are reasonably final approximations 


Very truly yours, 





Kk. W. OnLEs. Business Consultant. 


Mr. Casey. I also would like to read into the record at this 
pont information furnished to a member of the staff by Mr. Hensley 
of the Green River Steel Corp.. W hich encompasses the latest informa- 
tion available as to the financing of this corporation. 

Mr. Harpy. Go ahead. 

Mr. Casry (reading) : 


Mr. Hensley called at 3:45, April 18, 1951, to offer to furnish us with any 
further information we need on Green River Steel lie said that they had a 
commitment for the junior financing and they are starting construction this 
week. Equitable Securities Corp. will get 20 percent of the stock, Williams 
and Hensley will get 20 percent each, and a group of investors will get 40 percent. 

These investors will be headed by Equitable (which will also have an interest 








330 CERTIFICATES OF NECESSITY AND DEFENSE LOANS 


in the investors’ 40 percent), and will contribute $2,500,000. Mr. Hensley said 
that DPA had notified him that the loan certificate will not be amended to allow 
any payment of principal or interest on the junior financing. 

Mr. Woodside, it is true that at the time this loan was approved the 
promoters had no paid-in capital in the corporation 

Mr. Woopsipe. That is my recollection, but I have not looked at that 
file in weeks, so do not hold me to it. 

Mr. ZimMERMAN. That is true as far as we knew. 

Mr. Casry. Now I have no further question on the Green River 
Steel Corp., Mr. Chairman, but I have one further question I would like 
to ask. 

Mr. Harpy. I think in order to clear this whole picture up, is it 
correct that the loan was approved, one loan was approved by DPA 
and one by RFC? 

Mr. Woopsipr. That is correct. RFC money went in ahead of ours. 

Mr. Harpy. Do you have the figures ? 

Mr. Woopsipe. I do not. 

Mr. ZimMerMAN. Yes, sir. RFC put in $3,556,126. Our loan was 
$5,000,000. 

Mr. Harpy. That made a total of something over $8,000,000, and 
these loans were predicated on the securing of $2,000,000 equity capi- 
tal by the organizers; is that correct ? 

Mr. ZIMMERMAN. $2,000,000 of private funds; yes, sir. 

Mr. Harpy. Which were not to bear interest, or to otherwise be a 
drain on the corporate resources ¢ 

Mr: ZimMerMAN. That is correct. If funds came in in the form 
of a mortgage or a loan or bonds, they were to be subordinate to both 
of these loans, that is, to both Government loans. 

Mr. Harpy. And, in any event, they could not bear interest ? 

Mr. Zimmerman. Well, they could accrue interest but could not 
pay it until we are paid out in full. In other words, they were in 
a subordinate position to ours. 

Mr. Harpy. Of course, the securing of $2,000,000 equity capital 
meant that there would be about 20 percent, total investment would 
be about 20 percent privately owned. 

Mr. ZrmMeERMAN. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Harpy. Now, that may or may not be a good proposition, but 
just as a matter of policy and without any specific reference to this 
loan, what would be the effect on inducing priv ate capital to put 20 
percent of the funds into an enterprise of which the Government had 
put up 80 percent? Would that be relatively a good deal from a pri- 
vate standpoint ? 

Mr. Woopsipr. The certificate of necessity and a commitment for an 
RFC loan and a Defense Production loan would seem to me to pro- 
vide quite an incentive for the addition of that amount of capital if 
they had any faith at all in the project. 

Mr. Casry. Mr. Woodside, when you said that RFC was putting in 
314 million before your 5 million, you did not really mean that that 
money was to be used before your 5 million ? 

Mr. Woopsipe. Used first? No; I meant that it had a senior position 
to ours. 

Mr. Casry. Mr. Woodside, are you familiar with the memorandum 
of understanding dated April 9, 1951, with respect to the functions of 
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DPA in approving transactions under section 302 and 303 of the De- 
fense Production Act? 

Mr. Wo«pstpr. I have seen a copy of it, gotten a copy of it; yes, sir. 

Mr. Casey. Do you have any comments to make with respect to it? 

Mr. Woopsipr. I would prefer not to make any, if you please, sir. 

Mr. Casry. Could you tell us, in substance, what it does? 

Mr. Woopsipr. I am not sure what it does. 

Mr. Casry. What does it appear to do? 

Mr. Harpy. I think we had better know what we are talking about, 
so, Mr. Casey, will you read into the record this document and identify 
it as best you can? 

Mr. Casey. This is entitled, “A Memorandum of Understanding,” 
dated April 9, 1951, on the subject: Responsibilities for Procurement 
of Metals and Minerals Under Section 303 of the Defense Production 
Act ot 1950, 

Present: Messrs. Gibson, Farrell, Wild, part-time, Morgan, Dirksen, and 
Gaynor. 

1. It was agreed that consideration and recommendations on metals and min- 
erals projects under section 308 are the primary responsibility within DPA of 
the Office of Staff Service. Included therein is the necessary liaison with the 
appropriate delegate agency (usually DPA). 

2. It is the responsibility of the Office of Resources Expansion to process re 
quired financial certifications under section 302 and/or 303 of metals and min 
erals projects which are recommended by the Office of Staff Service. Included 
therein are the certification to the General Services Administration or other 
fiscal agency and the maintenance of the necessary financial records 

3. Mr. Gibson will prepare a letter for General Harrison’s signature to DMA, 
setting forth the latter’ s responsibility for negotiating the best possible deal for 
metals and minerals procurement. The Office of Staff Service will review the 
proposed programs and specific projects for eligibility under section 303 and 
general conformity to requirements and policy 

t+. Mr. Gibson will approve the proposed copper program as essential to the 
defense effort, considering the long-term aspects of certain contracts Addi 
tionally, he will forward copies of counsel’s memorandu to the effect that such 
programs may be included under the Defense Production Act 

Mr. Harpy. Is that the memorandum that you understood Mr. Casey 
had reference to? 

Mr. Woopsipr. Yes, sir. 

Mr. H ARDY. You have seena copy of that memorandum 2 

Mr. Woopsipr. Yes, sir 

Mr. Harpy. And you say you are not sure that you understand what 
the memorandum does? 

Mr. Woopsibe. Well. there is reference to 302 in the memorandum, 
which | leaves me in some co bt as to just what s inte led by that 
paragraph. Section 302 has to do with loans: 303 has to do wit 
the procurement for Government use or resale of critical a d strateg 
minerals and metals. 

Mr. ¢ CASEY. I there A possible 11 terpret iwTioONn ot t Ss memorandum 
that it is to remove from DPA the reviewing respo! y it now has 
in connection with 302 applicat ions? 

Mr. Woopsipe. I would not want to say that. I would not want to 
have that conclusion drawn. 

Mr. Harpy. Who is going to have to interpret a memorandum for 
vou to use it Mr. Woodside / 

Mr. W OoDsIDE. Mr. Hardy, th if memoratl dum came to me : fter the 
fact. I have not had an opportunity to discuss it w th my superior. 








332 CERTIFICATES OF NECESSITY AND DEFENSE LOANS 


It involves the relationship between two deputies of the Defense 
Production Administration. 

Mr. Harpy. Well, maybe you misunderstood what I was driving at. 
You are going to have to operate under that memorandum, are you 
not, or Is it all completed 4 

Mr. Woopstnr. The effect of the memorandum, as I understand it 
so far as our office is concerned, is that we issue certifications for 
finds under 304 of the Defense Production Act, of mineral programs 
upon the recommendation of Mr. Gibson, who is a Deputy Adminis- 
trator, 

In other words, Mr. Gribson. the Deputy Administrator for Statl 
Services. has the job, over-all] job, of the programs for eritieal and 
strategic minerals and metals. 

General Farrell’s office, Deputy for Resources Expansion, has the 
tax amortization work and the direct loan work under 302 and will, 
upon thre recommendations ot Mr. Gibson's office, certify funds under 
S04 for projects approved by Mr. Gibson’s office under section 303, 
and it is not until that certificate is issued that the machinery for bor 
rowing the money for the purpose intended can be set in motion. 

Mr. Harpy. And vou are not sure of what this reference to section 
302 does to the job you have to perform ¢ 

Mr. Woopsipe. I am not sure whether that carves 362 loans out from 
under « ur operation or not. 

Mr. Harpy. And then the question which I asked you a while ago, 
who would have to interpret that for you 4 

Mr. Woopsipr. Either General Farrell, Mr. Gibson, and, of course, 
General Harrison, would have the last word. 

Mr. Rrentman. Do you have any idea why this memorandum was 
written, sir 

Mr. WOODSIDE. No, sir. 

Mr. Harpy. Well, thank you, gentlemen, very much. The com- 
mittee will adjourn now and we will resume our sessions Monday 
morning, and the witnesses that will be needed, if not already noti- 
fied, will be hot ified before the day is out. 

(Whereupon, at 1 p. m., the hearing was adjourned, to reconvene 
on Monday, April 23, 1951, at 10 a.m.) 











INQUIRY INTO THE POLICIES, PROCEDURE, AND PRO- 
GRAM INVOLVING GRANTING OF CERTIFICATES OF 
NECESSITY AND DEFENSE LOANS 


MONDAY, APRIL 23, 1951 


House or REPRESENTATIVES. 
SUBCOMMITTEE ON (FOVERN MENT OPERATIONS 
rae COMMITTEE ON [CXPENDITURES 
IN THE ExecutTive DePpaRTMENTSs., 

Washington, D. C. 

The subcomm ttee met at 10 a. m., Represet tative Porte Hardy. 

Jr. (subcommittee chairman), presiding. 
Mr. Harpy. The subcommittee will come to order. 
Mr. Kirby, of the Treasury Department, will be our first witness. 


STATEMENT OF VANCE N. KIRBY, TAX LEGISLATIVE COUNSEL, 
TREASURY DEPARTMENT 


Mr. Kirpy. My name is Vanee N. Kirby, ind my title is Tax Legis 
lative Counsel, Treasury Department. 

Mr. Harpy. Do you have a prepared statement 4 

Mr. Kirby. Yi 56 | do, Mr. Chairman, anid | would be olad to rea | 
it to the subeommittee. 

The Treasury Department Is pleased to have the Opportunity ot 
appearing before this subcommittee to assist In any way it can the 
consideration being gviven to the matter of acceleration of tax amortiza 
tion of defense facilities. 

This privilege Wits oranted hy the (Congress 1n section 216 of the 
Revenue Act of 1950, and is now embodied in section 124A of the 
Internal Revenue Code.” The underlying purpose of 5-year amorti 
zation is to offer some means of protection taxwise to those engaged 
in defense production against possible postwar loss in value of plants 
and equipment necessary to the defense effort. It thus is 1 tended to 
facilitate private expension of productive capacity, since, having such 
protection, producers of defense items will be less hesitant to invest 
funds in plant and equipment to be used in the defense effort. In 
operation it allows a corporation or businessman, constructing or ac 
quiring facilities which are certified as necessary in the interests of 
national defense, to deduet over a period of 5 years for tax purposes 
such costs of the facilities as are attributable to defense purposes. If 
such facilities are sold, any gain 1s taxed as ordinary Income to the 
extent that amortization has exceeded normal depreciation. 

In all three of the emergency pel iods confronting the United States 
in the past t() years, emergency amortization for tax purposes has 
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been used as a means of encouraging = investment in defense 
facilities. It was first used in World War I, when there appeared to 
be some reluctance to expand such Pncilities without such encourage- 
ment. ‘Thus, under the Revenue Act of 1918, in the case of facilities 
constructed or acquired on or after April 6, 1917, for the production 
of articles contributing to the prosecution of the war, or vessels to 
transport such articles, a reasonable deduction was allowed for the 
amortization “of such part of the cost of such facilities of vessels as has 
been borne by the t: xpayer.” This deduction was not claimed cur- 
rently, but, upon request prior to March 3, 1924, the taxpayer might 
require a reexamination of the returns for the year 1918 through 1921 
to determine a proper amortization allowance. In the case of property 
sold or discarded, the amortizable amount was the difference between 
its cost, adjusted for depreciation, and its sale or scrap value. In the 
case of property retained, the amortizable amount was the difference 
between cost, adjusted for depreciation, and its estimated value to the 
taxpayer in terms of its actual use or employment in his going business, 
such estimated value to be not less than sale or scrap value nor more 
than replacement cost. 

Once the amortizable amount was determined, it was spread back 
over the war years as an additional deduction against war income 
in those years. Those are the years 1918-21. This permitted the de- 
duction from such income of amounts which had been charged to 
capital but which actually represented values that were lost by the 
termination of the war conditions. Thus, any decision as to a cor 
rect amortization allowance was post poned until the end of the emer- 
gency. ‘Theoretically, this appears to have been a sound approach, 
since a judgment as to the value of any eiven structure » years from 
now can be more accurately determined after that date than at the 
present time. In practical operation, however, the provision proved 
unsatisfactory because of the great difficulties of valuation, the diffi- 
culty of the taxing authority determining whether the articles pro- 
duced contributed to the prosecution of the war, and delays from the 
accumulation of claims and the reopening of past returns. It re- 
sulted in much controversy and litigation. 

The Nye committee indicated in 1935 that “the fundamental diffi- 


ecu Ity \\ th amortization—is the impossibility of v: aluing he loss of 
usefulness in a plant constructed in wartime.which a return to peace- 
time conditions will involve,” and it recommended that no amortiza- 
tion allowance be permitted but Government loans substituted instead. 

The total figures are available as to amounts of amortization oranted 
in World War I, but as of April 30, 1925, it was reported that allow- 
ances had hee eral ted in the amount of S597 million. It is interesting 
to note that only in 1950 was the last ease under this provision settled 
in the courts. 

\s the defense needs became more clearly defined in 1939 and 1940, 
businessmen and industry again appeared reluctant to invest funds in 
defense facilities. Again it seemed that a tax-amortization allowance 
was necessary to induce the building of defense facilities. Serious 


pressure for 2» World War II provision began in 1940 and the Advis- 
ory Committee of the ¢ areal on National Defense stated that sub- 
stantial capital would not be invested in the construction of emergency 
facilities without such a provision. In its report on the First Revenue 
Act of 1940, the House Ways and Means Committee stated that pro- 
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posals for a special amortization as well as those for an excess-profits 
tax had been discussed in executive session and that technicians had 
been instructed to work on the two matters. A special subcommittee 
of the Ways and Means Committee was also formed to consider the 
problems and to make recommendations. The amortization legisla- 
tion which was subsequently enacted as a part of the Second Revenue 
Act of 1940 and which became section 124 of the Internal Revenue 
Code followed closely the report of the subcommittee. Special statu- 
tors rules regarding amortization were required since the Treasury did 
not otherwise possess such authority. 

It was also felt that the World War provision had been unsatis- 
factory. As a method of improvement, it was deemed preferable to 
fix definite rules in advance to lessen taxpayer uncertainty as to the 
fact and extent of tax relief. Thus, an arbitrary shortened period 
over future years during which accelerated amortization would be 
allowable was fixed. The determination as to the nece ‘SSIt) ofa facility 
was also transferred from the Treasury Department to those more 
familiar with defense problems. The authority to make such deter- 
minations was granted first to the Army and Navy and later to the 
War Production Board. 

As thus revised, the basic operational feature of the section was 

determine the necessity for a war facility in advance and once 
such a determination had been made, to provide an assured write-off 
each year for 5 years. The write-off was authorized through the 
issuance of necessity certificates by the pr Ine ipal procurement agencies, 
If the facility ceased to be necessary, Ol if the emervgenc y pe r iod were 
terminated, prior to the end of 5 years, any unhamort tized balance 
could be ae off at the election of the t: axpayel by recomputing 
earlier amortization deductions on the basis of the shorter period. 

Kew important changes were ae in the provision during the 
war years. The Revenue Act of 1942 extended the deduction retro- 
actively to individuals and partnerships, and the basic date for 
amortization was changed from June 10, 1940, to December 31, 1939, 
permitting certification for certain facilities construc ted or acquired 
prior to the first public announcement of the policy. No other 
amendments of particular importance were made except for those in 
the Tax Adjustment Act of 1945, which provided for the speed-up 
of re funds resulting from the recomputation of deductions for amor- 
tization of emergency facilities. 

During the operation of the World War II provision approxi- 
mately 63,000 applications were filed with the certifying authorities 
and approximately 40,000 certificates were issued to an estimated 
1.500 taxpayers in a total amount of $7.3 billion. It is estimated 
that between 1940 and 1947, amortization deductions in the amount 
of $5.7 billion were taken by corporations. Of this amount, $1.4 
billion represents amortization estimated to have been taken in 1945 
and 1946 upon termination of the emergency period and spread back 
to the applicable years through amendment of returns already filed. 

In the aggregate, rapid amortization resulted in an approximate 
reduction in corporate tax for the years 1940-45 of $3.2 billion. 
Certifications by the Army and Navy were generally for 100 percent 
of the cost of the facility, while approximately 80 percent of those 
issued by the War Production Board, which became the certifying 
authority in 1944, were for 35 percent of the cost of the facility. 
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The cveneral background of the present provision for accelerated 
tax amortization parallels that discussed with respect to the enact- 


ment in 1940. As a result of expanded requirements for national 
defense after Korea, the desirability of a provision similar to section 
124 was urged upon the Government. The subject was discussed 


during the hearings before the Senate Banking and Currency Com- 
mittee on the Defense Production Act of 1950. 

Chairman Maybank of that committee indicated that the subject 
would not be considered by his committee but had been referred by 
letter to the Senate Finance Committee, before which the Revenue 
Act of 1950 was then pending. The latter committee Incorporated in 
its bill the provision which became the present section 124A of the 
Internal Revenue Code. 

The essential features of section 124A are similar to those of section 
124. The major differences are that no provision Is made under the 
present section for the speeding up of amortization upon the cessa 
tion of the emergency and the added provision that any gain upon 
the sale of an amortized facility will be treated as ordinary income to 
the extent amortization has exceeded normal depreciation. 

[ nder section LY4A ot the Internal Revenue Code, as under section 
124, the Treasury Department does not participate in the policy of 
administration of the necessity certificate program This Is by speci 
fic design. and properly SO. as that program Is designed to facilitate 
the defense effort and thus is correctly in the hands of those persons 
1] timately concerned with defense. 

It will be recalled that one of the difficulties with the 1918 provision 
was the problem of the Bureau of Internal Revenue attempting to 
decide what products contributed to the prosecution of the war al 
though it had no technical expertness 1n the field. Thus, the statutory 
function of the Treasury Department is to receive the certificate when 
issued, match it with the particular return claiming an amortization 
deduction when filed, and verify the dates and costs of construction 
or acquis! tion. The amortization deduction is, therefore, administra 
tively considered as any other deduction by the Bureau of Internal 
Revenue. 

As a result of amortization corporations (and other businesses) 


have the benefit of writing off against high income and excess-profits 
tax rates enacted during the emergency period the cost of facilities 
constructed or acquired and, where such property continues to have 


usefulness, of deferring taxable income to the postemergency period 


when tax rates are expected to be lower. In future vears, since the 
ba is of Sli¢ h property has bee) reduced to Zero by amortization dedue 
tions, taxable income is highey than it might have been had ordinary 


depreciation been used during the entire length of life of the property. 
Direct tax benefits May therefore be realized by the difference in tax 
rates during the period of amortization and those in effect after the 
D veal period, 

The PTOSS tax SaVING ind cated above must there fore he reduced 
bv the amount of future taxe pavable over thre depreciable life of the 
frilly amortized property. However, possible tax reductions after 
the end ( f the emergency pe ioc! should be take) into account in est] 
mating net tax savings, as occurred following World War IT when 
the excess profits tax was repealed and the income-tax rate reduced to 
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38 percent for the year 1946-49. Corporations during World War 
II had the benefit of w riting off their “emergency” facilities at a 
maximum excess-profits-tax rate of 95 percent (less 10 percent post 
war credit) and sacrificed depreciation deductions at a rate of 38 
percent in the postwar vears. Subsequent rate increases have nar- 
rowed this disparity but a substantial rate differential still remains. 

It is also frequently overlooked that rapid amortization, through 
the postponement until later years of possible tax liabilities as indi- 
cated above, afford other advantages to the taxpayer. That is, the 
taxpayer has the benefit of the use of funds otherwise payable to the 
Treasury under ordinary depreciation rates, tantamount to an interest- 
free loan from the Government for the useful life of the assets. Such 
benefits are in addition to direct net tax savings which might be realized 
by reductions in tax rates after the emergency period. Therefore, 
should tax rates remain indefinitely at their present levels, corporations 
would still realize definite and predictable advantages in the post- 
ponement of taxes attributable to amortization through the interest- 
free use of funds. 

As a result of amortization, the Government incurs a revenue loss 
which reflects the value of this privilege to industry. It is not possible 
to forecast the aggregate amount of necessity certificates which will 
be awarded, the ercentage of amortization allowed, or the trend of 
future tax rates. 

However, on the basis of necessity certificates granted on or before 
March 28, 1951, on which $2,800.000,000 amortization is allowed, it is 
estimated that the decrease in income and excess-profits-tax liabilities 
during the next 5-year period would be $1,500,000,000, at the present 
corporation rates. If the rates proposed by the Treasury are enacted, 
the immediate loss in revenue is estimated at $1,700.000,000, Even 
higher rates in the future would of course increase this revenue loss 
correspondingly. 

Mr. Harpy. May I interrupt you there ¢ 

The figures that you have given us on tax loss for the next 5 years 
is based upon the volume of certificates for accelerated amortization 
which have been issued up to March 237 

Mr. Kirpy. Yes: since the statement was prepared we have esti 
mated the immediate tax loss that will result from the applications 
which have been granted up to the present time, or up to April 13. 

On the basis of certificates eranted on or before this later date, on 
which $3.370.000,000 amortization is allowed, it is estimated that the 
decrease in income and excess-profits tax labilities during the next 
5-vear period would be approximately $1,800,000,000, at the present 
corporation rates. If the rates proposed by the ‘Treasury are enacted, 
the immediate loss In revenue would be approximately SS? OOO OOO O00, 

Mr. Harpy. The fact of the matter is there would not be much point 
in computing them too frequently anyway because of the rate of 
certificates being issued. 

Mr. Kirpy. That is correct. Even our most recent estimate is not 
( ompletely up to date. 

Mr. Harpy. Until we get further along on our mobilization program 
and plant expansion program, it will not be possible to forecast with 
any degree of accuracy what the amount of tax loss will be 

Mr. Kirsy. That is correct. 
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Because of the uncertainty over future tax rates it is not possible 
to calculate the ultimate loss to the Treasury arising from amortization 
deductions. In addition to an ultimate net revenue loss, the cost of 
the amortization program from the viewpoint of the Government in- 
cludes the interest on the tax revenues which would, have been received 
in the absence of amortization. The cost to the Treasury of such 
postponements is measured by the average interest cost of Treasury 
financing for the average length of life of the amortized assets. 

It is pertinent to note that, in addition to its effect on revenue, tax 
amortization 1s also reflected on the expenditures side. Thus, in sec- 
tion 103 (f) of the Renegotiation Act recently passed by the Con- 
gress, deductions allowed under the Internal Revenue Code are also 
allowed as items of cost for renegotiation purposes. ‘This automat- 
ically recognizes tax amortization as an item of cost. This was also 
true under the World War II renegotiation law. It has also been 
suggested that tax amortization be binding in Government contract 
pricing as well, This was not the policy in World War II, but it is 
understood that the matter is under consideration at this time. 

There is considerable opinion that tax amortization should not be 
recognized for other than tax purposes. For example, Representa- 
tive Eberharter last week introduced H. R. 3733 to disallow tax 
amortization as an item of cost in renegotiation. Tax amortization is 
a more or less arbitrary attempt, for tax incentive purposes, to allocate 
to defense income those items of cost which may be solely attributable 
to defense efforts and which may not be otherwise recoverable after 
the emergency period. Since it is arbitrary, and its inaccuracies may 
become apparent with the lapsing of time, it would not appear re- 
quired to carry its use into other areas. ‘Thus, in the interests of 
economy in defense costs and the prevention ot windfalls to those 
engaged on defense contracts, the administrators of the renegotia- 
tion law could take the possibility of postwar uselessness of a de- 
fense facility into account as an item of cost, using however, a more 
current year by year view of the situation rather than being bound by 
the arbitrary tax amortization allowance determined in the light of 
circumstances several years before. 

That completes my prepared statement, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. H ARDY, ‘| hank you. 

I want to ask vou, in connection with that last statement, do I] 
take that to mean that the Treasury will suggest a consideration, 
or a review, of accelerated tax amortization in connection renegotia- 
tion / 

Mr. Kirny. Well, I think that is a consideration that your com- 
mittee ind the ¢ ‘ongress should re\ ieW very carefully. 

Mr. Harpy. Pursuing that a step further—then there is a Treasury 
view that certificates of necessity, themselves, might properly be sub- 
ject to renegotiation, as to a percentage / 

Mr. Kirsy. I am not sure whether your question is related to the 
tax effect of certificates of necessity or to renegotiation aspects of 
authorization. 

Mr. Harpy. Well, I am thinking about the tax effect. 

If a certificate of necessity is granted on an 85-percent basis, in 


line with the last comment in the statement which you read, what 


would be the Treasury’s position on perhaps renegotiating that cer- 
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tificate to determine whether the 85 percent originally fixed was a 
proper heure, o1 whethe1 it should be incre 
N I’. Kirby. I believe the Department feels it would be undesirable 
to have a reexamination of a certificate after it has been issued for 
tax purposes. 
1 would like to indicate we had a comparable experience under 


World War I, where the amortization was really reviewed only after 


/ 


the event, after the wil head Cet sec, mcd it Was Tounc extrem l\ fii 
cult. and there was a lot of lit vation, and as I ndicated, the last 
court ease was finally WouUna tip iT beet 

Mr. Harpy. Do IT understand the rom yout itement vou think 
it might be possible in renegotiating a Government contract, to take 
into account the unu uel uy - Which tf corporat made because 


of accelerated amortizatio) 


Mr. Kirsy. That is one of the t es they could tak to necount, 
and [T was particularly suggesting they might take into account the 
loss of usefulness of the facility at the end i the w period as it 


appears durin 
lowing the tax amortization deduction as prescribed under the Inter 
nal Revenue ( ‘ode. 

Mr. Harpy. On page 7 of your statement you have pointed out that 
where a plant was amortized during the emergency period, fully amor 


; : 
yr the process tf renevotiats ther than merety Tol 
i 


} 


tized. at the conelusion of that pel od the taxes would b nereased, 

Mr. Kirpy. ‘7 hat Is correct. assumIng the plant had postemergency 
usefulness. 

Mr. Harpy. Now, if vour competitive situation is particularly keen 
at the conclusion of the em YenCyY ana pl ints are converted back to 
the domestic economy, if a plant had been fully depreciated, then the 
corporation owning that plant will be in an unusually favorable posi- 
tion with respect to its competition, will it not / 

Mr. Kirpy. You are entirely correct. 

Mr. Harpy. Then, if competition were keen, you might find him 
reducing his prices, thereby reducing his profits, and he would not 
have too much excess-proftits tax tO pay At the same time, would 
he not force his competition to meet his prices, and might it not have 
the effect of actually reducing revenue rather than increasing it 4 

Mr. Kirey. It might well have that effect. 

Mr. H ARDY. Might it not reduce the profits of his competitors to the 
point that the tax collected from those would be pretty sharply eur 
tailed 7 

Mr. Kirpy. That might be true. 

Mr. Harpy. And he might not actually be paying any more taxes 
than he normally would and his competitors would be paying less. 

Mr. Kirpsy. I have not followed that through on my own, but that 
sounds like a possibility. 

Mr. Harpy. As a matter of fact, in this whole program, there is a 
possibility if, at the conclusion of the emergency we find ourselves with 
an excess plant capacity, the fellow who built his plant during the 
emergency, who has it fully amortized, might actually disrupt our 
total economy by forcing out of business some of our old and long- 
established concerns. 

Mr. Kirey. I think that would have to be carefully watched. 

Mr. Meaper. I have only this question: Following the question the 
chairman asked you first, the possibility of renegotiating the amorti- 
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ZAtT1IO certificates themselves, do vou have any views on whether or 
not any certificates issued without any reservation of a right of re- 
negotiation could legally be re nego tinted. or could that apply only 
to certificates issued after such a pole y were adopted ¢ ¢ 

Mr. Kirsy. In my opinion, which would be just an off-hand one, 
[I would sav that legally, for future tax years, we probably could 
revise the amortization figure. 

Mr. Casry. Mr. rack on the last page of your statement you in 
dicate there is considerable opin ion that tax amortization shoul | not 
be recognized for other than tax purposes. Does the Treasury Depart- 
ment have any firm position on that / 

Mr. Kirsy. No. I do not think at this stage the Department has 
taken a strong view on it. Renegotiation and contract pricing. are 
probably areas In which the Department does not have a primary re 
sponsibility, particularly in view of the fact we have no longer any 
a functions. 

Mr. ‘SEY. Then vom suggestion is that possibly the errors that 

hatin: alls will be made in the fixing of the percentage originally could 
icant In renegotiation is merely a possible solution, and a sug 
gestion made by the Treatury Department ? 

Mr. Kirsy. That is correct. I think that it is something which 
should be carefully reviewed by the Congress. 

Mr. Casey. And if that solution were adopted, would it not carry 
along as a necessary ally the proposition that some consideration 
should be o}) en in contract pricing to the increased amortization / 

Mr. Kirey. I would think that renegotiation ana pricing should be 
kept on a parallel. 

Mr. Casey. Going back to the World War I experience, is it not 
a fact that in practice the method adopted for fixing the accelerated 
or increased amortization resulted in percentage certificates, so to 
speak / 

Mr. Kinny. Yes, it did. 

Mr. Casry. In other words, as I understand it, the practice was to 
allow as a deduction the difference between the original cost of con- 
structing the facility and its value after the war period. 

Mr. Kirsy. That is right. ves. 

Mr. Casrty. And turning to the litigation that followed World War 
I. that litigation involved questioning the Treasury Department’s dle- 
termination on the increased amortization. 


Mr. — That is right. It was essenti: lly a question of fact as 
to the value of the facility at the end of the war condition. 
Mr. ( isEY. Is it not a fact in fixing the percentage under the present 


law, the determination by the administrators of the program is final 
and conclusive upon the taxpavers? 

M ; Karey. That is right. There is ho possibility for litigation as 
to the determination of the possible loss of usefulness of the defense 
facility. 

Mr. Casry. Could it not also be made a provision - - law that 
n connection with any readjustment of the percentage, either for tax 
purposes or renegotiation purposes, that that determination also could 
he made final and eonclusive upon the t: sng eg 

Mr. Kirey. That is a distinct possibility, but I would suppose there 
are considerations on the other side. If the Congress should make a 


‘onelusive determination at the administrative level retroactive, the 
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taxpayer, or the defense contractor, may feel that he is being seriously 
injured whereas these determinations are prospecitve at the time of 
the granting of the emergency facility certificate. 

Mr. Casry. The result of the determination that was made under 
the World War I practice Was essentially a determination as to the 
economic depreciation as distinguished from the physical deprecia 
tion of the facility during the war period. 

Mr. Kirey. That is right. 

Mr. CasEY. Has the essential nature and purpose of a certificate of 
necessity changed in that regard / 

Mr. Kinny. No; I think that the present objective is really the same 
as the World War Land World War IT provisions. 

Mr. CasEY. In othe words, unde the practice and procedure at 
present, where a pereentage Is fixed mW the nhmount ot SD percent for 
a steel company, that legally should represent a determination in ad- 
vance and as ac urately as possible under the circumstances that that 
facility will be 85 percent depreciated econonil ally at the end of the 
» year period, 

Mr. Kirpy. Yes: that is right. 

Mr. Casty. Could you explain the statement you made that the 
Treasury Department loes not have the authority without the assist 
ance of section 124A to allow increased amortization of a facility 4 

Mr. Kipry. Well, the Internal Revenue Code permits a reasonable 
allowance for depres lation In the case of defense facilities, the ques- 
tion is whethe this facility Is voing to be useful after a certain pel od, 
the duration of which no one knows. Within the 1 leaning of the de 
preciation provision, it would not be reasonable but just cuesswork to 
allow a deduction for the loss of the useful value of such a facility by 
reason of the termination of that period, 

Mr. Harpy. Is not that the Wath the depreciation letermined now 2 

Mr. Kirsy. Yes. 

Mr. Harpy. You do not want the Treasury Department to do it? 

Mr. ICirey. ] Was volny to Say that Is determined under this special 
provision allowing such a determination to be mace by the proper 
defense authority. 

Mr. Harpy. That is correct. 

Mr. Kirpy. To make the determination. 

Mr. Harpy. Under the statute under which you operate, you could 
make an interpretation of a reasonable percentage for amortization, 
could vou hot, whi hy would be just as liberal is was being made under 
this provision / 

Mr. Kirny. No; I do not think so, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Harpy. I do not blame you for want YY to get out from under 
it, but Tam just trying to figure out what the legal possibilities are. 

You Can get any kind of leg: 
for in this type of thing, and I do not blame you a bit for wanting to 
wish it ofl onto some! ody else, but from the standpoint of actual legal 


al determination that you people look 


itv, would it not be possible for you to make the determination that 

in the case of defense plants vecelerated amortization 1s permissive ¢ 
Mr. Kirpy. It is a serious question; however, in three emergency 
periods a special provision has been thought hecessary | thi k that 
we have to have some definition relating to defense fa lities and orant- 
lity 


tv s usefulness 


ing the allowance by reason of a “guess” as to a fa 


f< yr defense on ly 
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Mr. Harpy. You know that is what is being done under the specific 
authority today ; this pric ing is kk irge ly a guess 

Mr. Kirry. Yes 

Mr. Harpy. An ( you vee want the Defense Department, the NPA, 
and the DPA to make that guess instead of the Treasury Department 4 

Mir. Kirsy. In addition to the nec ssit\ for a specific provision, | 
tee] that they are better qualified to guess than we in this area of 
defense needs 

Mr. Harpy. Ineve r thought that I would hear the Treasury Depart- 
mel questioning the qual lific ation 0 f th 1e ir peop le. 

Mr. Kirsy. J] might say that is just in the area of defense. 

Mr. Casey. Could you explain a little bit further concerning the 
recommendation of the Nye committee that Government loans be sub- 
stituted for the amortization allowances ? 

Mr. Kirey. I think their feeling was it would encourage defense 
work and that the use of loans might be a little more accurate and 
perhaps a less wasteful method than the use of amortization which 
also had then proved difficult to administer. 

Mr. Casey. They did not contemplate a situation where both amorti- 
zation and loans might be used to facilitate it ? 

Mir. Kirsy. I do not think they did. 

Mr. Harpy. Does the Treasury Department have an official reaction 
to the practice that is currently being followed of granting certificates 
of amortization and then turning around and giving loans to finance 
the same plants / 

Mr. Kirey. There is nothing I could s:y officially on that. We 
have not fully considered it, and as | indie: ated, some of these things 
are really outside of our immediate jurisdiction. 

Mr. Harpy. Well, they may be outside of your immediate jurisdic- 
tion but you can control them in collecting the money ¢ 

Mr. Kirsy. That is right. 

Mr. Harpy. You ought to have a right to know what effect they 
will have on the amount of money collected ? 

Mr. Kirey. That is why we are extremely concerned that the Con- 
cress give full consideration to that problem. 

Mr. Harpy. Well, we appreciate having you point up some of these 
difficulties. 

Mr. Casry. Has the Treasury Department given some thought to 
what they think the effect would be of combining accelerated amorti- 
zation and DPA loans? 

Mr. Kirey. It may be entirely unnecessary to give tax incentives 
where the loans are granted by the Government or modified by the 
Government. 

Mr. Casry. Let me put it this way: We would be interested to know 
whether you are giving any se rious consider’ ation to it, or whether they 
have given any consideration to it ? 

Mr. Kirey. I think that the Department at the present time is con- 
sidering it, but I would like to say again that is really somewhat out 
of our bailiwick. 

Mr. Ilarpy. What you are saying is that you have not coordinated 
your thinking along ‘that line along with the various new agencies 
sufficient to be able to speak on it ? 

Mr. Krrey. I cannot speak on it at the moment. 
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Mr. Harpy. I do not want to embarrass you, and we are just try- 
ing to point up the situation. , 

Mr. CaASsrEY. Has there been any cooperat ion or coordination between 
the Treasury Department and the Defense Production in connection 
with this? 

Mr. Kirpey. Yes: if I may add, there is an acly ISOry board made up 
of members of the various defense agencies that consult with the 
Office of Defense Mobilization, and the Secretary of the Treasury is 
a member of this advisory board. z 

Mr. Casey. On what matters is that committee advised / 

Mr. Kirsy. I think on most policy matters that are under consider 
ation by the Office of Defense Mobilization. 

Mr. Harpy. Is it just advisory ? 

Mr. Kirny. I think they are fully active. 

Mr. Casey. Have they done any advising in the field of certificates? 

Mr. Krirsy. I am not sure of that; I think they have. I would also 
like to say that the original regulations that have been issued by the 
NSRB were discussed with the Department. 

Mr. Harpy. That was only to determine whether regulations would 
be possible / 

Mr. Casry. In these figures that you have given us as to the tax 
effect of these certificates of necessity for the next 5 years: I notice 
that the tax losses under the present rate seem to be approximately 
50 percent on the amount covered by the certificates / 

Mr. Kirpy. Yes; or something like that. 

Mr. CASEY. Is it reasonable to forecast these figures into the future 
so that if there were a $10 billion item of certificates issued there 
would be approximately $5 billion of tax loss 

Mr. Kirey. Well, that is in the field of complete estimating, and 
that is the basis that was used in my statement this morning. 

Mr. Harpy. And now you are guessing, that was the figures you 
gave! . 

Mr. Kirpy. Yes. 

Mr. Harpy. Would it be correct to say that using your own figures 
as a basis of the estimate, if $10 billion worth of certificates were 
issued we could assume a tax loss of $5 billion / 

Mr. Kirsy. Yes; assuming the continuation of the present rate. 

Mr. Casey. Has that loss been taken into consideration in connec- 
tion with the request that the Secretary has made for a new tax bill? 

Mr. Kirny. Yes: I think that it has. We have made an estimate 
of the revenue needs, and it assumed the continuation of the present 
law, and of course section 124 is a part of the present law. 

Mr. Casry. It would be difficult to give much consideration to it in 
view of the completely unknown factors as to how many certificates 
are going to be issued / 

Mr. Kirsy. Yes; that is one of the difficulties in making that sort 
of an estimate of either revenues or expenditures for the next 18 
months. 

Mr. Casry. You really do not know how much consideration was 
given to the tax loss under the certificates in estimating our needs 
in the new tax bill? 

Mr. Krrey. I know consideration was given: that was one of the 
factors in the estimate, which you must take into account in making 
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any sort of a determination as to whether there will be a deficit or a 
surplus, and how much. 

Mr. Harpy. Do vou know whether the DPA has an estimate as to 
the total number and total amount of accelerated amortization cer- 
tificates in order for them to pass the estimate on / 

Mr. Karey. I do not know that; I have not been informed as to that. 

Mr. Casey. But it would be necessary to have some estimate of the 
number in order to intelhgently give consideration to this tax loss 
from ce rtificates 4 
Mr. Kirsy. I think that is reht. 

Mr. Casry- I have nothing further. 
Mr. I] vanDy. Thank you very much. Mr. Kirby. ror vou. statement, 
Mr. Karey. Thank Vou. 


STATEMENT OF HOWARD W. BORDNER, ASSISTANT COMPTROLLER 
FOR ACCOUNTING POLICY, AND WILLIAM B. FRANKE, SPECIAL 
ASSISTANT TO THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE, DEPARTMENT OF 
DEFENSE 


Mr. Casey. Mr. Bordner and Mr. Franke from the Office of the 
Assistant Sec retary of Defense. 

Mr. Harpy. Will you identify yourselves for the record. 

Mr. Franke. I am William B. Franke, Special Assistant to the 
secretary ot Defense. 

Mr. Borpner. Howard W. Bordner, Assistant Comptroller for Ac 
counting Policy, Office of Assistant secretars ot Defense (Comp 
troller). 

Mr. Harpy. Which one of vou centlemen is to testify ( 

Mr. Franke. Mr. Bordner will present the principal statement. 

This subject is so complicated that we felt that it would be helpful 
to the subcommittee if we could read a prepared statement and then 
start the discussion. 

Mir. Harpy. That is fine. Just go right ahead. 

Mr. Borpner. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. [| Reading: 


DEPARTMI r oF DEFENSI STATEMENT ON PROBLEMS SURROUNDING iit PROGRAM 


FOR AMORTIZATION OF EMERGENCY FACILITIES 


The establishment of the program for amortization of emergency facilities 


in the Revenne Act of 1950 is not solely of significance from a tax standpoint 
It is also important in its relation to pricing of production for defense from the 
fic ties subject to amortization Pricing policy is of concern both in case of 
direct military end-use items on which prices are separately negotiated for every 
contract, and in case of standard commodities which are subject to price con 
tre Pricing policy involves both initial pricing under fixed-price or cost 
eimbursement-type contracts, and retroactive repricing in the renegotiation 
process 

The amortization program is of creat importance, as an incentive, in the ex 
pansion of industrial facilities through the use of private capital, as contrasted 


with expansion through Government investment in facilities furnished to con 
tractors 

Because of the manifold aspects of the amortization program there are several 
difficult problems surrounding it: there has been much confusion regarding the 
solution of these problems 

Major problems, stated as questions, are as follows 

1. Should the amounts covered by cert ficates of necessity entitling the holders 
to the amort ition privilege for tax purposes include the full cost of the facilities 


every instance, or should the amount certified in each case be that portion 
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of the cost estimated in that specific case to be applicable to the emergency period 
of 5 years in consideration of the postemergency usefulness of the facilities? 

2. Should amortization be allowed in full as a cost in the determination of 
product prices, or should any so-called normal depreciation be allowed as a cost 
in determining product price? 

3. Should a different pricing policy be established for purposes of initial 
product pricing than for purposes of determining through the renegotiation 
process, the reasonableness of a contractor's profit on Government business and 
the recovery of excessive profits 

$f, Should the special amortization privilege be used almost exclusively as 
means of providing incentives to contractors to furnish facilities for defense 
production, or should an alternative be adopted in some nustances of financing 
such tacilities through Government investment *? 

Dd. If it be granted that mistakes may be made in the certification of the 
portion of facilities’ costs to be certified for amortization purposes, should 
the pricing authorities responsible for initial pricing or repricing in renego 


tution be required to second guess the certifying authority and correct possible 
errors in judgment through the pricing or repricing process’ 
The intent of Congress is not entirely clear on most of these points. The onl) 


definite guide to the solution of these problems through statutes are the following 

1. As provided by the Revenue Act of 1950, the costs of emergency facilities 
covered by certificates of necessity may be amortized by taxpayers over a period 
of 5 years in determining income for tax purposes 

2. As provided by the Renegotiation Act of 1951, contractors must be allowed 
full amortization as a cost of Government business subject to to renegotiation 
for the purpose of repricing the contractor's agg! 
if profits are deemed to be excessive 

While the tax statute authorizing the amortization program was copied from 
a similar statute applicable during World War II, these problems were 
not solved satisfactorily during World War Il when great confusion existed 
in connection with some of these problems Moreover, certain changes in the 
administration of this program during the present emergency have occurred 
hamely 


egate renegotiable business, 





1. In the issuance of regulations covering certificates of necessity, the Na 
tional Security Resources Board interpreted the tax statute to require that 
certificates should cover only the portion of the cost of fac ties deemed applicabl 


to the « mergency pel od of 5 vears, as well as in the interest of national defense 
During most of World War IIL these certificates were issued for 100 percent of 
cost 
2. The policy has been adopted in the present ¢ ergency not to furnish Goy 
ernment-owned facilities to contractors if can possibly be avoided through the 
use of the amortization program as an incentive for private investment 
The facilities problem in the present emergency is different than in World 
? 


War Il. At that time there was all-out production for the war with drastic 





elimination or reduction of production of civilian goods. In this emergency there 
is an attempt to maintain production of all civilian goods and to in oO 
ductive facilities to cover the needs of national defense This has re n 





nudoption of the principle that all incrensed production of basic comilnodities 
ind durable goods required for national defense is in the interest of nat’ona 
defense rather than constituting in part an increase for the benefit of the civiliar 
economy 

!. There is also a current policy of widening the base for industrial productior 
nthe event of all-out mobilizatio This requires giving incentives to addition: 
contractors to finance facilities to provide for their participation in e1 
production, 

\ starting point in the analysis of these problems is a firm decision regarding 
the nature of the incentive provided to contractors , 
in emergency facilities under the amortization p 








Positions possible on this question, namely: 

1. The incentive is only in the nature of a tax reduction du 
period This means that if the facilities continue to be used after the emergen 
period, depres ination deductions for tax purposes will be reduced then and tuxe 
nereased so that the aggregate taxes in event of use of the facil 
normal lifetime will not be affected except by change in tax rates between the 
emergency period and the postemergency period or by reduction of taxable il 
come in the postemergency period. 


ng the emergency 





/ 


ries ovel 
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2. The real incentive provided by the amortization program is the recovery 
by contractors, through prices of their products, of the full amount covered by 
certificates of necessity. In this connection the tax provisions of the statutes 
are merely to insure that the same basis of allowance in amortization will be 
recognized for tax purposes as is required for pricing purposes. 

In discussing the two possible positions on the theory of the incentive for 
amortization, it is necessary to understand what the contractor will recover on 
the cost of emergency facilities during the emergency period under each theory. 

If a contractor is to recover a total sum during the emergency period equal 
to the portion of the cost covered by a certificate of necessity on emergency 
facilities, he must be allowed the full amortization as a cost in determining the 
price of the products from the facilities. This means that if 70 percent of the 
aggregate cost of the emergency facilities is certified as applicable to national 
defense during the emergency period of 5 years, the annual amortization of one- 
fifth thereof, or 14 percent, must be recovered each year in the price of the 
products of the facilities. 

There has been a prevalent fallacy that allowance of amortization in product 
costing for pricing purposes amounts to a duplication of allowance of the item 
as a cost, because it is also allowed in determining taxable income. This is 
untrue; there is no duplication. Actually the allowance of a tax deduction 
equal to amortization allowed in price merely results in a contractor receiving 
exactly 100 percent of the amount of amortization recovered through the product 
price. 

If, on the other hand, the opposite theory of the treatment of amortization in 
product pricing is followed (i. e., that the contractor will be allowed in pricing 
only so-called normal depreciation equivalent to rates set forth in Bulletin F 
of the Bureau of Internal Revenue), the contractor will recover less than the 
amount certified in certificates of necessity. For example, in the case of a build- 
ing for which 70 percent of the aggregate cost is certified as applicable to the 
5-year period, a contractor will recover in 5 years only 48 percent of the full 
building cost through both prices and tax savings, assuming he realizes maximum 
tax savings of 62 percent. In the case of machine tools certified for 70 percent 
of aggregate cost, a contractor will recover through both price and taxes in 5 
years an amount of 57 percent of the full cost of the machine tools under the 
same tax assumption. 

The arithmetic of computing the total recovery during 5 years through both 
prices and taxes, if prices include only normal depreciation, is as follows: 
Normal depreciation included in price, plus (tax rate) times (excess of amorti- 
zation over normal depreciation). Thus, for every dollar of the excess of amor- 
tization over normal depreciation lost as a part of the tax base of his facilities 
(through the tax deduction during the emergency period), the contractor only 
recovers the portion represented by the tax rate. At present this maximum 
amount is 62 percent. 

A graphic illustration of contractors’ recoveries under these alternatives is 
set forth in a chart attached, based upon an assumed maximum tax rate of 
62 percent. However, there are other cases in which a contractor may have 
tax savings equal to only the excess-profits-tax rate of 30 percent, or to the 
normal tax rate of 47 percent, in which case his recovery will be correspondingly 
reduced; and there are some few cases in which a contractor does not even 
have sufficient income to realize any tax savings. 

If a contractor realizes only the tax benefit and does not recover his full amor- 
tization through the pricing process, he would have a substantial investment in 
facilities at the end of the emergency period. Even if he had a certificate of 
necessity for 100 percent of the cost of his facilities, he would still have a net 
investment to recover at the end of the 5-year period equal to approximately 
one-third of the cost of buildings and one-quarter of the cost of machine tools. 
If it be assumed that the contractor has continuing use for the facilities in the 
post-emergency period and that the contractor will realize normal depreciation 
a art of the price of his products in the post-emergency period, he will 
recover then only a net amount equal to 38 percent of such depreciation at 
present tax rates, because he will have no deduction for depreciation then. This 
would require such recoveries for the entire normal life of the facilities in orde 
to pay out the remainder of the cost in full. This would not fit the assumption 
that the facilities would have no post-emergency use and it would, therefore, 
be impossible to induce a contractor to furnish facilities on a certificate of 
100 percent in this case. 

Upon the basis of this understanding of the arithmetic of amortization, it 

iy be appreciated that a contractor cannot afford to invest his funds in emer- 
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RELATIVE RECOVERIES OF FACILITY COSTS THROUGH 
DEPRECIATION AND AMORTIZATION OF EMERGENCY FACILITIES 
UNDER CERTIFICATES OF NECESSITY 
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sency facilities under certificates of necessity if there is a great risk that the 
facilities will not have a post-emergency use, unless he is given a recovery 
of a substantial portion of cost of the facilities through allowance of full at 
tization in pricing during the emergency period. If the contractor estimates a 
reasonable probable use for the facilities for at least a few years after the 
emergency period, and he is allowed only normal depreciation in pricing, he 
must make his calculation of recovery on a discounted basis from the portion 
of the cost of facilities to be certified; this means he must ask for a higher 
percentage of certification, if that is possible within a 100-percent limit 

It should, therefore, be apparent that the straightforward, direct method of 
negotiation between Government and contractor is to permit recovery of full 
gmortization, through the price, in order that the assumed recovery by the 
contractor during the emergency period will be exactly equal to the portion of 


the cost certified, and to determine the portion of the cos to be certified on that 


basis without increase for the tax discount 

The contractor’s risk of loss in investing in emergency facilities under cer 
tificates of necessity is not confined to the post-emergency use for the facilities 
There is some risk, especially where products are direct military end-items, 
that contracts for production may not continue for the entire emerget period 
of 5 years, and there is no provision for reimbursing the contractor for any 
portion of his loss if the emergen period is shortened In World War II, both 


the renegotiation and tax statutes provided for refunds to the contractor of 


83530—51———-23 








34S CERTIFICATES OF NECESSITY AND DEFENSE LOANS 


both taxes and excessive profits previously paid by the contractor in renegotia- 
i I 


tion, based upon revision of amortization over the shortened period By decla 
rution of the resident the World War II emergency period was shortened. 
It was also provided by statute in World War II for the shortening of the 
mortization period In any speci case Where the emergency use To! specific 
facilities terminated, as evide d by a certificate of nonnecessity. In our 
opinion t would be desirable to again provide for possible shortening of the 
amortization period in order to reduce « tractors’ risks, and thus make possible a 


further reduction in the percentage of the cost of facilities to be certified in 
Iman cases 

The present provision in the regulations for certifying only the portion of the 
cost applicable to the emergency period, with exclusion of the estimated amount 
applicable to the post-emergency use, is a new policy, except that during the 
latter part of World War II the War Production Board issued certain certificates 
of necessity at a reduced amount, and thus established a precedent. Now, if it 
be assumed that the certificates of necessity being issued do in fact exclude the 
estimated residual value of the facilities after the emergency period, there can be 
little argument with the theory that amortization should be recognized as an 
actual product Cost Indeed, it may be contended that without this theory of 
full cost recovery of amortization there is no point in the certification of only a 
portion of the cost of the facilities. If only normal depreciation were recovered 
as an element of cost in product pricing, the only problem between the Govern 
ment and the contractor is the fiscal periods of tax impact Any tax savings now 
would amount to only a deferred tax to be recovered after the emergency period 
by higher taxes than would otherwise be received. 

It must be recognized that the problem of estimating the degree of usefulness 
of facilities after an emergency period of 5 years is a very difficult one. The 
answers can never be exact, and therefore may always be subject to challenge 

It should be recognized that the process of certifying the cost of facilities for 
the amortization privilege is in the nature of a contractual arrangement for the 
mutual interest of the Government and the contractor. In our opinion, it should 

lso be considered that each case is a matter for negotiation in which each of the 
parties is protecting his own interest Usually the contractor may be assumed to 
have knowledge superior to the facts available to the certifying authority 
The certifying authority is faced with the problem of obtaining the contractor's 
agreement to furnish the facilities at the lowest possible cost to the Government, 
and the contractor is faced with the problem of obtaining the best possible 
certification that will reduce his risk to a minimum in the investment in facili- 
ties for defense as well as post-emergency use. It also may be assumed that. no 
contractor would be willing to invest his own funds in emergency facilities unless 


he has some prospective post-emergency use for the facilities. However, if he is 
required to take a great risk, it follows that there will likely be more gains than 
losses to contractors from the arrangment; this means that the future would likely 
disclose by hindsight that cost certifications had been issued for a larger portion 
of the cost than required to protect the contractor—but this would be an inevita- 
ble part of the cost of the program. 

It is realized that the problem of certificates of necessity for basic industries 
is somewhat different than the problem of certificates of necessity for special 
facilities to be used for production of direct military end-items. In the case of 
basic commodities there is a substantial question of treating all competitors in the 
Same industry on an equal basis. This problem is not relatively as significant 
in the case of manufacturers of such military end-items as aircraft and tanks, 
although the same problem does exist to a degree. There exists a comparable 
pricing problem for basic commodities and other products for which prices are 
controlled, and the policy on this subject will be faced in due course by the 
Economie Stabilization Administration 

It may be questioned whether it has been a wise policy in this emergency to 
eliminate furnishing Government-owned facilities to contractors, especially in 
those cases where there is little prospect of usefulness of facilities to con- 
tractors after the emergency period. In fact, the tool of Government-furnished 
facilities would be absolutely essential to obtain production under new facilities 
in many cases, if contractors are not to be allowed recovery of full amortization as 

cost in the determination of product prices. Moreover, it may be questioned 
whethor the certifying authority can conduct a reasonable negotiation with con 
tractors without the alternative tool of Government-owned facilities to fall back 
upon if the contractor demands that too large a portion of costs of facilities be 
certified 
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Turning now to renegotiation, it is assumed that everybody understands that 
renegotiation is a repricing process and not a tay easure. The process of 
determining the total allowable sales revenue to a t tor h il renego 
tiable business is very much si lar to the process of neg iting an init price 
with a contractor on an i il contract, except it renegoti yn is ¢ in 
over-all basis Renegotiation is also conducted afte ple f produc } 


on the basis of historical costs, but there also are many contracts whicP are 
initially priced on the historical basis; i. e., the types known as cost-reimburse 
ment-type contracts and those containing price-redetermination clauses 

In establishing the repricing principle, t h the Renegotiation Act of 1951, 
that full amortization shall be allowed as a cost of renegotiable business of con- 
tractors, it should be realized that the Congress has established a pricing policy 








relative to amortization of emergency facilities. Yet there are some indicat 
that many do not understand this to be the case. This undoubtedly results froi 
their failure to fully understand the nature of renegotiation. 

If the Congress were to hold that the incentive nature of the amortization 
program is only a tax benefit and not a price incentive measure, it should change 


the Renegotiation Act to require that only normal depreciation shall be allowed 


as a cost of renegotiable business in the renegotiation process, thus making the 
repricing policy consistent with the desired policy on the initial pricing of con 
tracts. To have a contrary pricing policy, as between initial pricing and repric 


ing, would in effect amount to double talk 
Moreover, to have a different policy for initial pricing would provide a 


positive incentive to contractors to pad their cost estimates for the purpose of 
initial pricing of negotiated fixed-price contracts, in order that their aggregate 
prices might be in line ultimately with the costs and profits which would subse- 
quently be allowed them by the Renegotiation Board Indeed the operation 
of this incentive would actually nullify through renegotiation, in the case of gll 


large contractors having substantial profits, any policy that would reduce the 





initial pricing allowance for the use of facilities to normal depreciation 

It is realized that many people are afraid that in some instances certificates of 
necessity may be issued by the certifying authority in an excessive amount and, 
in their opinion, it might be wise to provide some method of correcting the 
amortization allowances, assuming that amortization is to be allowed as a 
product cost for pricing purposes in both tial pricing and renegotiation. These 


persons would ask that the contracting officers or the renegotiation officials, as 
the case might be, reduce the amounts of amortization allowable in pricing or 
repricing based upon their judgment of the portion of the cost of the facilities 
that should have been certified by the certifying authority Let us consider the 
significance of such second guessing 

Krom the standpoint of the contractor any renegotiation of the amounts of 





certificates of necessity, either in initial pricing or under statutory renegotiation, 
would amount to upsetting the agreement under which they undertook to furnish 
facilities for defense production by investment of their own funds. This is not 


equivalent to redetermination of a profit through the renegotiation process 
(which would always leave the contractor with some profit), but might in the 
contractor’s mind at the time actually lead } nto oss if the post-eme! 

geneyv utilization of the facilities is considered The risk that a contractor 
might sustain, under such a contingency of revising his certificates, might be 
great enough to destroy the incentive nature of the whole amortization pro 


gram and cause it to fall flat. 


In our opinion it would be unwise to upset certifications except in case of 
l 


art of contractors in representing facts relative 





fraud or gross error on the 








to the conditions and ] s under which emergency facilities were being 
acquired under certificates of necessity. However, we believe both the pro 
curement officials and the renegotiation agency should have the right and duty 


f 


to revise the amortization allowable for pricing purposes in those unusual cases 
where it is evident that the certification was excessive 

In conclusion, therefore, it is our recommendation that 

1. The new principle of certifying only that portion of the cost of eme 
gency facilities appl cable to the emergency period should be retained This 
principle requires exclusion from certification of estimated residual value of 
facilities at the end of the emergency. 

® Amortization should be allowed in full as a cost in product pricing for 
initial product pricing as well as in repricing under the renegotiation process, 
as required by statute, and as a matter of consistency with the principle of par 
tial certification. There should also be consistency between the policies for initial 





pricing and repricing. 
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». Certifications of costs of facilities for amortization should be binding on 
the agencies responsible for procurement for pricing purposes, as well as pro- 
vided by law, on the renegotiation agency for product repricing purposes, and 
on the Bureau of Internal Revenue for tax purposes, although provision should 
be made for revision of certifications where gross fraud or error is subse- 
quently found, by the agencies responsible for procurement and renegotiation. 

#. The policy of furnishing Government-owned property to contractors should 
be reinstituted for use in those cases where it would be more economical or de 
sirable than issuing certificates of necessity. It also should be useful as a 
negotiating tool in obtaining contractors’ agreements to reduced certifications 
of facilities costs for amortization 

It should be recognized that the adoption of the principle of partial certifi 
eation provides the means for elimination of World War Il abuses of the facili 
ties-amortization program. Primary attention should be focused on this principle 
and its administration. 

The alternative between the amortization program and the program for Gov 
ernment-furnished facilities should also be recognized. secause experience 
shows that when Government-furnished facilities are sold after an emergency 
they will bring only about 10 to 50 percent of cost, it is immediately apparent 
that this costs the Government from 50 percent to 90 percent of the aggregate 
cost of the facilities, let alone increased administrative expenses of handling 
the program and disposing of the facilities 

Mr. Harpy. Mr. Bordner, under No. 4 in your recommendation, in 
your last paragraph, it seems to me that is a little bit on the compli- 
cated side, mavbe not comp lic ated, | ut at least it is arguing both sides 
of the point. You point out in your very last sentence that in case of 
Government-owned facilities you are going to have to add to the cost 
oft prwagin se from 50 to 90 percent of the cost of the fac ility itself ; 
you are going to add the administrative costs incident to the est: ab- 
lishment of the facility, and now in considering such a program with 
the policy of granting accelerated tax amortization, has there been 
any analysis made of the comparative costs of any products of any 
two types of operation, or 1s there any such analysis possible ? 

Mr. Borpner. An analysis is very difficult to make; that is granted. 
There is indication only of a rough comparison, I do not think a very 
detailed study has been made, based upon the actual results during 
World War II, unless it has been made by the DPA. 

Mr. Harpy. Let me put it this way: Is there any historical indica- 
tion that the end product from a Government-owned facility costs 
less per item than does a comparative product from a privately owned 
facility ¢ 

Mr. Borpner. Yes. Asa matter of pricing policy no depreciation is 
allowed on facilities that are furnished by the Government. 

Mr. Harpy. I understand that, but has not that been very frequently 
offset by a little higher allowance for some other aspects of costs? 

Mr. Borpner. Not according to the policy; I do not know whether 
that is practiced 

Mr. Harpy. Somewhere in your statement you made the observation 
that certain policies might let the contractors pad certain elements 
of costs? 

Mr. BorDNER. Yes. 

Mr. Harpy. Would not that same incentive be provided through 
some method through operation of Government-owned plants? 

Mr. Borpner. I do not think the incentive would be provided. The 
contractor knows in his own heart what is right, and if he is not being 
treated right, equitably. If he has the alternative of renegotiation 
that will permit him to freely pad his costs in initial pricing and get 
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by with it, he is going to - it. Turning now to renegotiation, your 
ahi alogy woul | hot be eood, bee ause re negoti: ition contracts woul L« lis- 
close the over-all results, whether or not that had been the case, and 
whether he had actually profited, because the renegotiation board 
looks at his over-all actual costs as well as the revenue, and takes into 
consideration, as required by law, each of the seven factors to be e on- 
sidered in determining reasonable profit ; for example, the contrac tor’s 
efficiency, reasonableness of costs, and what the contractor’s invest- 
ment in the business is in comparison with Government-owned 
facilities. 

So that if he had padded the costs under the condition of charging 
the Government for use of facilities he did not own, it would be con- 
tested in renegotiation. 

I am trying to make the point that the contractor is protected 
through renegotiation, considering as a contract cost the over-all 
amortization upon the basis of the certificate of necessity. Do I make 
myself clear? 

Mr. Harpy. No. Let me put it another way: Take the case of an 
item that is produced, or might be produced, in both a Government 
owned facility and in a privately owned facility. Let us take the case 
of an aircraft engine, just for purpose of illustration. What per- 
centage of the industrial costs of that aircraft engine would be repre- 
sented in the cost of depreciation and amortization of the plant ‘ 

Mr. Borpner. If they had their own investment ? 

Mr. Harpy. Either way. What—if there would not be any of the 
price of the item coming out of the Government-owned plant, but 
there would be an element of plant depreciation in each engine to 
come out of the privately owned plant—what would that amount to, 
percentage wise ¢ 

Mr. Borpner. I would think that it would be a relatively small 
percentage, 

Mr. Harpy. One or two percent, maybe ? 

Mr. Borpner. Less than 10 percent, I would say. 

Mr. Harpy. It would be an excessive amount if it ran as high as 10 
percent. would it not? 

Mr. Borpner. If the contractor had his own investment in the fa- 
cility he would have a substantial amount of amortization on a 5-year 
basis; that is one case where it is quite clear that there is little use 
for the facility after the 5-year period, except for a change in the 
situation, which might constitute a further military reGuireniant 

Mr. Harpy. What I was trying to get at was what would be the 
percentage; how much less would that aircraft engine cost the Military 
Defense Establishment if it was produced in the Government owned 
plant than if it was produced in a privately owned plant ? 

Mr. Borpner. I should not attempt to guess on it—— 

Mr. Harpy. That is all you can do, is guess. 

Mr. Borpner. I would say that probably it would not be more than 
10 percent less, other factors being equal. 

Mr. Harpy. Then your problem of determining equity as between 
Government-owned pl: ints and privately owned plants would be based 
upon the percentage related to the cost of the plant, what the tax- 
paver had to pay for that? 

Mr. Borpner. Yes. 








352 CERTIFICATES OF NECESSITY AND DEFENSE LOANS 


Mr. Harpy. You do not have any other way to determine, from the 
dollars-and-cents standpoint, which is the better course to pursue‘ 

Mr. Borpner. However, I might bring out that actually the results 
of control price negotiation have the effect of a cost plus type of 
contracting, because of pricing based solely upon the cost of the 
specific engines based upon either the actual cost or the historical 
costs. Renegotiation takes a look at the exact costs that were incurred 
1) performance, including examining whether the contractor fur- 
nished the facilities and had an amortization allowance, or whether 
it was a Government-furnished plant, in which case that is not one 
of the costs. 

Mr. Harpy. Recognizing that. the net effect of utilizing the medium 
of the Government-owned plant the result is the equivale it of a cost- 
plus contract; is that right? 

Mr. Borpner. That is not the intent, but it is the result. 

Mr. Harpy. That is the result ? 

Mr. Borpner. Yes. 

Mr. Harpy. Then, if that be the case, again we get back to the situa- 
tion of putting a premium on inefficiency ¢ 

Mr. Borpner. No. Among the factors that are supposed to be con- 
sidered in the act, renegotiation in determining allowable profits, 
is the question of efficiency; the nature of the product, and the com- 
plexity of the operation are others, and the contractor’s risk in fur- 
nishing capital another. 

Mr. Harpy. Yes. Then, you mean that under the Renegotiation 
Act, if the contractor is not efficient you would not permit him to keep 
as much profit? 

Mr. Borpner. Yes. 

Mr, Harpy. And you make that determination through comparing 
his plant with a plant producing similar items ? 

Mr. Borpner. Yes; to the extent that it is practicable. 

Mr. Harpy. How else would you determine that ? 

Mr. Borpner. That is the only way we can. 

Mr. Harpy. I noticed you qualified it 

Mr. Borpner. My only qualification was that in many instances it 
has been found quite difficult in the case to « ompare the costs of one 
contractor with another. 

Mr. Harpy. It would be pretty hard for the negotiators to make a 
very good determination as to whether a particular plant was operat- 
Ing efficiently or not? 

Mr. Borpner. I think in the case of an aircraft plant we could do 
a very good job, but I would not want that specific statement to apply 
to all products. 

Mr. Franke. Mr. Chairman, the other point involved in this, of 
course, 1s that at the present time the certifying authority does not 
have the bargaining value of Government-furnished facilities in 
negotiating with contractors so that in many situations it is just a 
frustrating proposition to attempt to get the certificate of necessity 
down to the proper amount. 

Mr. Harpy. What you are saying is the basic reason for using the 
Government-owned facility is for use in negotiation with private 
industries that produce the product ? 

Mr. Franke. That is one of the benefits. 
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Mr. Harpy. I was interested in another part of the statement, where 
it was recommended, I believe, that consideration be given to taking 
into account in negetiation the percentage of amortization allowance 
in unusual eases, I believe was the word that was used. 

I do not understand what is an unusual case. I believe in another 
p lace it was re ferred to as gross error, Where fraud is involved, of 
course, there is not much difficulty; but if you are going to renegotiate 
and consider in your renegotiation the percentage allowed in the cer- 
tificate, where ©TOss error is voing to be considered, who is gomge to 
determine what constitutes @ross error? 

Mr. Borpner. The argument was made in the first place that we 
cannot have as one of the tools of the amortization program, the 
facilities program unless we accept the premise that we have a definite, 
predetermined arrangement, by agreement or contract, between the 
Government and the contractor as to facilities amortization, the con- 
tractor W il] be assured of his cost recoveries. 

However we recognize that there may be some few flagrant cases 
where it is evident to the contracting officers, based upon their own 
knowledge of the facts, or perhaps in other ne votiations, that there 
has been an excessive certification; that the certifying authority could 
not have had the advantage of those facts; in which case there should 
be an opportunity for a second determination of the amount to be 
amortized ; but such an adjustment should not be made in very many 
cases, 

Mr. Harpy. The fact is it would not be possible to make any such 
determination until the conclusion of the 5-year period ¢ 

Mr. BorpNer. We never can be perfect, but there are a lot of things 
that can be considered in the beginning. 

Mr. Harpy. If. in other words, if the Pp ylants were — in anticipa- 
tion that it would be used 85 percent during the 5-year period, and 
when we got down to the conclusion of the 5-year per ‘od let us say we 
find that plant could be used 100 percent in domestic operation and 
normal aration, would you consider that a gross error ¢ 

Mr. Borpner. There was no intention to imply that we would 
recommend wi: uting until the end of the 5-vear per iod f for determina- 
tion of the amount to be amortized. The initial pricing, of course, 
has to be done as the contracts are let or as the product is received 
from the facility, so in case of the initial pricing you cannot wait 
until the end of the 5 vears 5 in the ease of renegotiation we takes 
place year by year, you cannot wait until the end of the 5-year period, 
and the ‘re has been. so far. resistance to the idea of having renegotia- 
tion on an over-all basis for - e entire period of the emergency. 

Mr. Harpy. Regardless of the period of the emergency, or the 
number of years, can you determine what is the economic usefulness of 
the plant ? 

Mr. Borpner. We never can determine it precisely, no suggestion is 
made that we should; only in a case where the facts might indicate a 
special instance that there is a greater probability of using the facility 
after the emergency is ended. 

Mr. Caszy. Is it not inevitable that as the 5-year period progresses, 
the pricing office and the renegotiation officials will be in possession 
of facts that are not initially known ? 

Mr. Borpner. In some instances I think, at least, that would be 
right. 
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Mr. Casry. Is it not true they would be in possession of facts not 
known at the beginning of the 5 years in all instances ¢ 

Mr. Borpner. I do not think, at the beginning, when they are going 
to have to consider—— 

Mr. Harpy (interposing). Let me put it this way: Suppose we say 
with respect to the steel industry, that a fair percentage of it has 
been allocated within the industry, I think about four or five different 
groups, or three or four different groups, with respect to blast fur- 
haces, getting 85 percent of the products. Now if a certificate has 
been ap proved, and I believe it has been ap yproved, at the 85-percent 
ievel, now Is it your thought, if that is not correct, that a gross error 
had been committed, in case of the particular blast furnace, if that is 
not correct, that a Oross error had been made / 

Mr. Franke. That it should not be applied there ? 

Mr. Harpy. To that particular case. 

Mr. Borpner. First, in the case of the steel industry, the pricing 
problem is the basic concern of the Economic Stabilization Adminis- 
tration in pricing steel. 

Mr. Harpy. As to civilian needs, for instance ? 

Mr. Borpner. The Department of Defense has nothing to say about 
the price of steel, However. to answer part ot your question, | would 
not say that it should be considered possible to get down precisely to 
accurate amortization determinations for individual plants or for an 
industry. Ido not see how we could have any better basis for passing 
on that at the end of the 5 years, than we have right now. Maybe if we 
waited 10, 15, or 20 years, we might be in better position to know what 
actually would hap pen. 

Mr. Harpy. Iam just trying to see what your theory is about corree- 
tion for gross error. Because if you are going to do it on an industry 
basis, you are going to run into a different set of circumstances from 
those which would be encountered if you did it on a particular plant 
basis. 

Mr. Borpner. Yes. In our pricing problem one difficulty we are 
many time confronted with is the problem of pricing specific items 
under negotiated contracts—military end items—so it is the case of 
negotiated contracts that Iam particularly referring to in connection 
with the problems of initial pricing. 

Mr. Harpy. You are thinking in terms of having the law include 
a provision Which would be applicable to the Defense Department 
only ¢ 

Mr. Borpner. 1 do not think that particular point, as far as the 
initial pricing is concerned, would necessitate any change in the law 
for the Defense Department or anybody else, and I think I pointed 
out there should not be any different application of the principle 
between the military _ items and the controlled price products. 

Mr. Harpy. Well, as far as the initial pricing is cue you 
pointed out here that you have gotten the same effect—the same final 
effect—through renegotiation, where you make the initial price based 
on the percentage of amortization allowed in the certificate. 

Mr. Borpner. As the law requires. 

Mr. Harpy. That is being done now ? 

Mr. Borpner. Yes. 

Mr. Harpy. And apparently you recommend that it be continued ? 
Mr. Borpner. Yes. 
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Mr. Harpy. You say that the ; app lication of this correction for the 
gross error should apply in the original pricing stage 

Mr. Borpner. And also re naaiittaniae ; 

Mr. Harpy. Yes. 

Mr. Borpner. So that you might have something further in the 
record, I suggest that you ask Mr. Frank Roberts to suggest something 
on this point when he is on the stand. 

Mr. Franke. May I add one further statement ¢ 

Mr. Harpy. Go ahead, Mr. Franke. 

Mr. Franke. I want to correct one thought and point out con- 
trasting situations. The contractor who has furnished facilities like 
machine tools, for example, which at the end of the emergency period 
will have no value, obviously should be entitled to recover the full 
cost of such facilities. 

However. there can be other situations in which there have been. 
through error or misjudgment—and realizing that it is difficult to 
determine what the possib le postemergency use of the facilities will 
be—gross overcertifications. As long as we have the renegotiation 
statute as at present, all we can do is to attempt to find a means to 
correct that type of situation. I realize that it is hard to set up any 
formula or yardstick by whieh, in rene eotl: ition, the Re ne got ition 
Board can make such a corrective, and yet obviously a corrective in 
that kind of situation is necessary. 

We have said, and I realize this is difficult to measure, that we think 
some means of correcting a gross overcertification should be given to 
the Renegotiation Board. The difficulty is in setting up a formula for 
the determiantion of cases in which an adjustment should be made. 
Nevertheless, we are faced with a situation which it seems to me, needs 
serious consideration. 

Mr. Casey. On page 9 of this statement, under recommendation 
No. 3, I construe that as a recommendation that the accelerated amor- 
tization be allowed in renegotiation. 

Mr. FrRANKE. Our position is this: It is the question of the intent 
of the Congress. If Congress intends to allow only a tax benefit, then 
normal depreciation should he allowed in contract pricing and re- 


/ 


negotiation. That is consistency. If, however, it isthe intent of Con 
oress to allow contractors to recover the cost of facilities, then full 
amortization should be allowed in pricing and renegotiation. That, 


too. 1s consistency 

Mr. Casty. When you speak of the intent of Congress, actually 
vou realize, of course, that you are now proposing to Coneress sonmie- 
thing that will be the subject of their intent and that no specific 
consideration has been eiven to this que stion. 

Mr. Franke. Except that it might be inferred that when the re 
negotiation law was enacted, allowing full amortization as an element 
of cost to the contractor, that micht be construed as the intent of the 
Congress to allow something more than than a tax deduction. 

Mr. Casey. In 1940, when the law authorized the granting of a 
certificate of necessity, it was confined to the tax angle: isn't that so? 

Mr. Borpner. No. There is a feature of the original law that has 
since been amended that was not mentioned here this morning in the 
Treasury Department’s exposition of the history, and that was a pric- 
ing feature. 
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The original law did go into the pricing question, but it straddled 


the fence. It provided that no amortization should be allowed for 
tux purposes if the contractor received any benefit, either directly or 


indirectly, in his prices for the excess of amortization over the normal 
depreciation, except—and here was a double negative—that if he did 
receive anything in the pricing he should protect the Government’s 
interest in the use of the property inthe future. It happened that that 
peiretee part of the law fell down in administration largely be- 

‘ause of the impossibility of administering it, but in part because of 
the contractors’ and taxpayers’ dislike of the uncertainty and of the 
preferred use by the military departments of the nonreimbursement 
feature in the initial pricing. Hence there was something in the 
original statute bearing on pricing in both ways which has since been 
kicked out. 

Mr. Casry. I assumed the provision in the original law was in 
essence that if he recovered some portion of the accelerated amortiza- 
tion through pricing, he was not to be given the benefit under a cer- 
tificate of necessity. 

Mr. Borpner. Unless he gave the Government protection in the use 
of the facilities. In other words, he could even be reimbursed for the 
entire amount of the amortization, indirectly, as a part of the pric- 
Ine process, and his amortization deduction still would have been 
allowable for tax purposes if he gave the Government assurance In 
some manner, such as by a certificate of Pp rotection,. that the } property 
would always be available for use by the Government when demanded. 
As ] say, that provision fell down in administration. 

Mr. Casey. How do you reconcile that with page 3 of your state- 
ment where you say that the real incentive provided by the amortiza- 
tion program is the recovery by contractors by prices of their prod- 
ucts of the full amount covered by the certificates of necessity ? 

Mr. Porpner. That particular statement is one of two alternative 
positions, either one of which could be taken. 


The Congress, in effect, took both pos itions, No. 1 and No. 2, in the 
pene — act. but t they corrected it to Say nothing about the pric- 
ing matter Originally, they did recognize the possibility of includ- 
ing amortization in pricin 

Mr. Casry. Even salar the 1940 statute which you point out did 


contain some provision with respect to pricing, the incentive feature, 
as far as getting people to build plants was concerned, was solely the 
tax benefit. 

Mr. Borpner. Do you mean after the law was amended ? 

Mr. Casry. Either way. 

Mr. Borpner. I do not think it is clear what the intent of Congress 
wis except that the Renegotiation Act of 1943 required the Renegotia- 
tion Board to allow amortization - full as a cost of renegotiable busi- 
ness, Re gardless of the fact that by administrative decision the con- 
tracting officers did not allow the amortization in full in initial pric- 
ing, the contractors in the end who were sub ject to a return of exces- 
sive profits in renegotiation actually did obtain the full amortization. 
Hence I think, just as the arguments have been given here, if the Con- 
gress really intended and really meant what it said in the Renegotia- 
tion Act of 1951, the same conditions now prevail as in World War IT. 
This difference was the start of the confusion bet ween the disallowance 
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of full amortization in initial pricing and its allowance in full for re- 
negotiation. 

Mr. Casry. Can we say in the 3-year period between the enactment 
of the 1940 Revenue Act and the renegotiation law which, of course, 
was comp lete ly new legislation, that the only incentive in that per iod, 
at least, was the tax benefit ? 

Mr. Borpner. I think that it may be said fairly that after April 
1942, when the first Renegotiation Act was passed, it was the policy, 
even though not provided in the law, from the very outset, to allow 
in renegotiation the full amortization. 

Mr. Casry. Was there ever pointed out to any committee of Con- 
gress, at the time the 1942 Renegotiation Act was enacted, the effect 
under the law of the increased amortization provision under a certifi- 
eate of necessity 4 In other words. did Congress consciously have 
any intent with re spect to the pr icing aspect of renegotiation ? 

Mr. Borpner. What time are you talking about ? 

Mr. Casey. 1942 and 1943. 

Mr. Borpner. I cannot answer the question too directly with respect 
to the 1942 or 1943 acts. I could point out that the Renegotiation 
Act of 1943, as amended later on, did provide specifically for the al- 
lowance of amortization in full in so many words in the statute. 

The part of the statute I refer to is that part which required the 
readjustment of excessive profits with contractors after the shortened 
emergency period, by refunds to those contractors who had excessive 
profits, for revised amortization computed upon the basis of the 
shorter period. The Congress, when it passed that particular part 
of the statute, should have known specifically what the effect was 
ultimately in the Renegotiation Act, and that was that the contractors 
were to be reimbursed for the entire amount of cost certifications, and 
of course, as we have pointed out, certifications by the Army and the 
Navy up until November 1943 were for 100 percent of costs, which 
ultimately gave them in many instances, where they had a profitable 
business, a complete reimbursement for 100 percent of the cost of 
facilities. 

Mr. Harpy. You have me confused. This statement and this dis- 
cussion is going all over both sides of each of the problems involved. 
It has done a right good job of not clearing up where we are going. 

I do not know that I understand the discussion we have been 
having about the effect of the pricing policy on the renegotiation and 
excess profits, and so forth. 

Would the percentage of the facilities of any contractor for which 
accelerated sdehinelien has been approved have any bearing on his 
net return in renegotiation if you do not take into account the ac- 
celerated rate? 

Here is what I am getting at: It has been pointed out that unless 
you permit the inclusion of your accelerated amortization rate, in 
renegotiation, vour net effect, ‘when you get into excess profits, is the 
same regardless of what that pricing policy was to start with: is that 
right? 

If you put your pricing policy on a normal depreciation rate and 
you put 3 your renegotiation on an accelerated rate, you come out the 
same as though you had started with your original pricing on your 
accelerated rate; is that right ? 
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Mir. Borpner. Yes, if a contractor smart and he is a eood fuesser 
da good negotiator and so forth, in establish ne his price 5 but 
there may be cases of smaller contractors who do not understand the 
uation, because it is so complex, and also who are poor guessers as 


to what their costs are volng to be, who might vet caueht if they clo 





ive any excessive profits. 

Mr. Harpy. What I want to get clear, if I can express it in a way 
t| at we can all understand it. Is this: If a contractor has a half dozen 
plants performing essentially the same functions, only one of which 
‘lerated amortizat on, and if a normal deprecial ion rate is used 
In your original pricing policy, would he not still recover his ac- 
celerated rate through its be Ing Incorporated with his total operation ? 

Mr. BorpNner. Normally, yes; 1 nder the prese ht Renegotiation Act. 

Mr. Harpy. If you did not use in renegotiation that accelerated 
rate with respect: to that particular facility because of the fact that 
it is only a small part of his total, would you not get a pricing advan- 
tage if you used your normal depreciation rate for your initial pricing 
and at the same time would he not recover his accelerated rate on that 
particular facility ¢ 

Mr. Borpner. If you grant the assumption the amounts are so 
smal] they get lost in consideration of costs, it makes no difference, 
it istrue, but that just begs the principle. 

Mr. Harpy. If his profits on his total operation are sufficiently high 
to enable him to recover his accelerated rate on this particular plant, 
he would ret the benefit regardless of the fact that he had made his 
original pricing on the basis of a normal rate: would he not / 

Mr. Borpner. Are vou forgetting also the assumption the amounts 
were too small and so did not appear in the results? That assumption 
is required. 

If the amounts involved are sionifieant, you would not get the same 
answer. If the amounts involved are significant, he is going to re- 
cover under the present Renegotiation Act an amount of cost equal 
to all his other costs, plus full amortization—accelerated depreciation, 
if you call it that—plus a prom which presumably would be as much 
as he would have received without the amortization privilege. 

Mr. Harpy. His percentage ot profit on the production of a par- 
ticular part of his total operations would not be related to the whole 
operation in renegotiation. 

Mr. Borpner. That is right, although in some cases where a special 
contract performed in facilities subject to amortization is large, that 
seoment might be looked at separately from the whole in the renego- 
tiation process. There is no legal requirement, however, that that be 
done. I think when it comes to the more detailed question reg garding 
renegotiation, I should not be in the position of trving to answer for 
the Renegotiation Board what their administrative policy will be. 
It merely happens that because I was engaged in renegotiation for 
the Navy during World War II I know some of the things we did 
at that time. 

Mr. Casry. In effect, then, the recommendation that you make now 
is that the Renegotiation Act be ke pt intact so far as the relationship 
to these specific certificates is concerned, and that for pricing purposes 
the accelerated amortization be used in lieu of the normal depreciation 
as used during World War II. 

Mr. Borpner. Yes. 
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Mr. Casey. Can you tell us what is the basis for that reecommenda- 
tion’ How is that going to be beneficial from the staa dpomt ot the 
Government 4 

Mr. Borpner. That is contained throughout the analysis here. In 
the first place, you cannot use a facilities program unless you have a 
program that Is firm from the standpoint of an agreement W ith the 
contractors at the very outset as to their treatment for at least taxation 
and renegotiation, if not initial pricing. It also should in clude initial 
pricing for the use of those facilities. Contractors woul al dle mi ind as 
a part of the considerat ion ot VOINL ahead with the program that they 
have a firm arrangement and that they be given recovery of what is 
certified to them by the certify Ine autho ity, bearing 1 n mind that the 
certifying authority itself states that is a major consideration in 
arriv) he at the amount to be certifie dine stablishing the portion of the 
cost ap plicable to the eme rge ney period ot 5 years. If that is not done 
directly, in connection with the negotiation for the certificate, if it is 
not ap proached directly from the standpoint of the contractor receiv- 
ing exactly that amount back through all the pricing and taxation 
processes, than you would impair the usefulness of the amortization 
program. 

It is true that the amortization program might be used to a certain 
extent based on a tax benefit only, but the effect would be to drive 
certifications to higher percentages so the contractor would actually 
recover from tax savings alone somewhere near what he might have 
recovered through the more direct determination from a pricing stand 
point. But you would shut off and foreclose the use of the tax amor- 
tization program in those cases where the minimum reimbursement to 
the contractor, even assuming 100 percent certification, would be in- 
adequate to compensate him for the use of the facilities during the 
emergency period, 

] showed thee xample in the case of buildings, that even if the con- 
tractor had a 100 percent certificate he would still have about one- 
third of the cost unrecovered at the end of a 5-year period, and in the 
case of machine tools he would still have one-quarter of the costs 
unrecovered. 

Mr. Casry. Have you any basis for feeling the present expansion 
program is suffering by reason of the present situation—and by the 
way, at this point, what is the present policy of the Department of 
Defense with re spect to p ricing ¢ 

Mr. Franke. At the moment our policy is in the recommendation 
stage. It is not firm. We are trying to coordinate this policy with 
Mr. Wilson’s office before putt ing it into effect. 

Mr. Casey. How much do you allow them on pricing—the normal 
rate of depreciation, or the accelerated rate / 

Mr. Franke. There is no consistency as yet. I understand that in 
some instances 100 percent has been allowed and in others a smaller 
amount. There has not been a great amount of this as yet. 

Mr. Casey. Have the contractors now any basis for assuming that 
they are going to get treated any better in pri icing than they did in 
World War II with respect to this amortization ? 

Mr. Borpner. They have a renegotiation act, which is a firm law 
recently enacted by the Congress, and the wiser contractors recognize 
that is going to give it to them anyhow regardless of what is allowed 
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in initial pricing. They were very much concerned while the law was 
being considered. 

Mr. Casey. De I understand you to say that the law does not give 
them the full benefit ? 

Mr. Borpner. It does. The Renegotiation Act does already. 

Mr. Harpy. If it is only normal depreciation ? 

Mr. Borpner. If there are certificates of necessity full amortization 
is allowed in repricing under renegotiation. 

Mr. Casey. Whether or not it is allowed in your initial pricing? 

Mr. Borpner. Right. 

Mr. Casry. So what is wrong with the present system ¢ 

Mr. Borpner. We have an inconsistency that is ethically unsound 
and indefensible. 

Mr. Harpy. You can correct that administratively. 

Mr. Borpner. Surely. 

Mr. Casry. Is it not true, however, that under the system which 
prevailed during World War II with respect to pricing and renego- 
tiation, there was a tendency to discriminate against small- business 
men who might not have had as many costs and complex operations 
in which you might say he could pad his costs in order to be in a 
favorable position for renegotiation ¢ 

Mr. Borpner. I cannot answer that. The answer to that is, it could 
have had that result because I believe that the smaller contractors 
were generally not as ably advised in many instances as larger con- 
tractors were, and they were not as good guessers on their costs, and 
there may have been many small contractors who suffered because of 
having no renegotiable profits. 

Mr. Casry. I thought that was in substance what you testified to a 
short time ago. 

Mr. Borpner. There is that tendency. 

Mr. Casey. When you say there was a new policy adopted of allow- 
ing percentage certifications, under the present revenue act, it really 
was not new with respect to World War I experience, if the Treasury 
Department’s testimony here this morning is correct ; is that so? 

Mr. Borpner. Well, the World War situation was a good deal dif- 
ferent. There was no firm initial determination by the certificate 
process of what would be allowed. It was subject to a retroactive 
determination after the emergency was over. I do not think the two 
situations are quite comparable. 

Mr. Casey. At any rate, the net result of the practice in World War 
I was to grant a percentage amortization ? 

Mr. Borpner. Yes; but on an entirely different basis. 

Mr. Casey. In your recommendation with respect to the authority 
to renegotiators to disallow, you might say, an increment of the amor- 
tization in only a very limited number of unusual cases, that recom- 
pomreee ere is made, 1 assume without regard to any survey on the 
part of the Department of Defense of the present percentages in the 
certificates now being issued ? 

Mr. Borpner. Yes. 

Mr. Casry. You do not know whether they are all too high or not? 

Mr. Borpner. No. 

Mr. Casry. Your recommendation would, therefore, hold good only 
if after that survey it should be determined in a great number of cases, 
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as good an estimate as now can be made has been made with respect 
to the postwar economic life of the facilities? 

Mr. Borpner. As good as may be made in the circumstances. 

Mr. Casry. Exactly, and if, to take the corollary situation, a survey 
determined that even under present circumstances the percentages 
fixed generally we re too high, your recommendation would not obtain ? 

Mr. Borpner. There is the assumption that in the main you expect 
administrative competence from the certify ing authority. If t hey are 
not going to do a good job, you ought to have somebody who can do 
il good job. 

Mr. Casry. Precisely. So when you recommend the negotiator have 
only very limited authority and a very limited el: ees it is based 
upon the : assumption that the job is being done now by the certifying 
authori ity as well as it can be done under the circumstances. 

Mr. Borpner. Yes, sil 

Mr. Casey. And when you speak of gross error as a basis for re- 

vising the percentage, do you mean gross error on the hie of the con- 
tractor in represe nting the facts or gross error on the part of the ad- 
ministrators in fixing _ percentage ¢ 

Mr. BorpNner. Both. ! uit presumably you coul i not have gross error 
on the part of the certifying authority without generally some mis- 
representation on the part of the contractors 

Mr. Casey. I think you and I might differ on that point, if I under- 
stood your answer to be that there could n mt be any gross error on the 
pa of the Administrator unless the error is induced at least in part 
by the contractor. 

Mr. Franke. I do not see that it makes any great difference who 
makes the error. 

Mr. Casry. It might make some difference, just to follow up this 
theory, that in this certificate the contractual arrangement entered 
into between the Government and the contractor, unless you attribute 
some geross error to the contractor, then there might be some quest ion 
as to how far you can go in abrogating the existing contract. 

Mr. I RANKE. You are speaking about the legal effects ? 

Mr. Casry. The legal or equitable or reasonable aspects of it. 

Mr. Franxr. What I am recommending is that the Renegotiation 
Board be given the right to correct over-ce ‘rtifications regardless of 
how they occurred or whether they resulted from intentional errors 
In my opinion this is the only re: adily available means of making such 
a correction, 

Mr. Casry. Are you aware of the fact that the fixed percentage in 
the certificates of necessity, in the present administration of the pro- 
gram, is a tax on the particular industry in the issuance of the 
certificate / 

Mr. Borpner. Yes. 

Mr. Casey. And how do you feel that prov iding authority for the 
construction of the Government-owned plant would enable the Ad- 
ministrator to cut down on the percentage of the certificate ? 

Mr. Borpner. Because I think that when it comes to these military 
end items, that each case should actually be negotiated on its own 
merits, and not on an industry-wide basis. The industry basis may be 
more applicable to basic commodities such as steel and aluminum. 

Mr. Harpy. Would you say that any policy which the Government 
makes in fixing an industry-wide percentage on military end items, is 
wrong ¢ 
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Mir. Borpner. Yes. 

Mir. Casey. And if in the fixing of a ee for example, for 
the ¢ rysiel tank plant 1 Delaware, whiuie pe reentage Was fixed in 
relation to the percentage | fixed for steel, a there is or 1s not any 
Impropriety in that approach ¢ 

Mr. Borpner. There wou lk | be no re l; tionship bet ween a ti ank pl: int 
and a steel plant, or between automobiles and steel, and I think that 

a vood case where it should be negotiated on the basis of its own 
merits, and not on the basis of some industry wide ratio. 

ie. 4 sey. And are you aware of the fact that in the present prac- 
tice, in the granting of these certificates they do not call for any 
horse trading bet ween the Government and the applicant 4 

Mr. Borpner. Yes. 

Mr. Casry. Does your knowledge of that fact affect any recom 
mendations which you have made ¢ 

Mr. Borpner. These recommendations are that there should be re 
negotiation in each particular case apply in case where military end 
items are involved. 

Mr. Casry. What is the present practice in fixing prices for prod 
ucts W ith respect to companies who held certificates ot necessity dur 
ny World War II and wrote off 100 percent of the costs of the plant ¢ 

Mr. Borpner. They would be allowed no depreciation, or any other 
charge in lieu thereof, in pricing. 

Mr. Casry. Does that practice give to those contractors a com 
petitive advantage in negotiating Government business 

Mr. BorpNer. We are talking about negotiated contracts now ? 

Mr. Casry. Yes. 

Mr. BorpNI r. I donot see why it does. 

Mr. Harpy. If he did not have to charge any plant depreciation 
he would have an advantage, would he not 4 

Mr. Borpner. The prices are being negotiated on the basis of actual 
or estimated costs plus allowance for profit in each case. 

Mr. Harpy. So then you contend that if they do not—it would 
have one of two effects: One is the case of a contractor who would 
have a plant that is fully amortized in competition with a con 
tractor who would not have. Either you permit the contractor with 
a fully amortized plant a greater percentage of profit, and he gets 
all the business, or you can negotiate at a lower price. Is that right? 

Mr. Borpner. That might be true, if we are buying exclusively items 
for which the price is the same for one contractor as for Se , 
contractor with another set of facts. The situation is not that simp le. 

Mr. Harpy. If a particular contractor did not have to, and is not 
permitted to include any depreciation on his plant, and another con- 
tractor must do that, if he can to st ay in business, then the contractor 
who has the fully amortized plant gets that increased profit, or he 
can contract with the Department of Defense at a lower price than 
his competitor / 

Mr. Borpner. Ido not believe we have very many illustrations where 
we can make any such comparison, 

Mr. Harpy. Let me put it this way: Take the case where you have 
competitive bids—and you do not use that very muc h tod: ay, do vou? 

Mr. Borpner. That has declined a great deal. There is not much 
of that today, I am told. 
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Mr. Casey. Let me o ; 
vetitive bidding 1h) the automobile parts ind istry today ¢ 

Mr. Borpner. I cannot say offhand with respect to any part! ular 
seoment of industry. 

Mr. CASEY. However. you do have Some compet it ive bidding ¢ 

Mr. Borpner. Yes; but I am told that the Departi ht has a rela 
tively small percentage. 

Mr. Casey. Well, in competitive-bidding contracts, the contractor 
who has ho depreciation to include asa part ot his cost is in a better 
position than the one who does not 

Mr. Borpner. I think that that particular case probably is more 
important in standard commercial products than in other areas, and 
I see what you are driving at, but actually the philosophy of American 
business gener ally today is that they should live and let live, and 
that when the Vv nik ake any determination as to what the price should 
be in such a situation they are generally inclined to be protective 
to their industry as a whole. and in making cost determinations for 
pricing purposes, hormal depreciation of facilities is one of the 
elements to be considered, even for facilities which have been written 
off. 

Mr. Harpy. You mean they violate the antitrust laws 

Mr. Borpner. I do not know whether that is true or not. I think 
it is the fact with respect to their attitude in the matter. We do 
not get into price cutting on this score unless in cutthroat competition, 
such as we ree during the depression in the thirties. 

Mr. Casey. Is it not a fact that in negotiating the contracts now 
that the ¢ joncene does request informal quotation of prices from 
three, four, or five selected contractors in the particular industry ¢ 

Mr. BorpNER. Yes: in many cases. 

Mr. Casry. In negotiating the contract, it negotiates the contract 
with one or all the people who submitted quotations which it solicited ¢ 

Mr. Borpner. Yes: but tthe prices are not the same for all the bids 
accepted, 

Mr. CASEY. And if there is included In that three, four, or five con- 
tracts one contractor who does not have to make any allowance, or 
who is not permitted to make any allowance for depres lation, he 
is ina better competitive position than his associates 4 

Mr. Borpner. If he wants the business bad enough— 

Mr. Harpy. You are getting away from the point of whether he is 
better off than the others. You say “if he — the business bad 
enough .” That does not have : anything to do with the question. The 
question is whether he is in better position than his competitor. He 
is, is he not ? 

Mr. Borpner. Surely. 

Mr. Franke. That is exactly why we are talking about corrective 
measures. ‘The condition you describe may well have been brought 
about by the issuance of 100-percent certificates in World War IL. 

Mr. Casry. How can you prevent that situation from rearising in 
some future emergency, if the contractors who have certificates of 
necessity during this eme regency are pe ‘rmitted to write ” a ants to 
the extent of 80 or 90 percent, and who there ‘by would | i. better 


rive you this example: Do you have any com- 
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position in some subsequent emergency as against the others who have 
to include some cost for depreciation in their price ¢ 

Mr. Franxe. I think we come back to the question of the amount 
in which the certificate is issued, and again, as to whether some con- 
tractors should be given certificates for emergency facilities at all. 

The same condition can arise in nondefense business. A company 
may have a plant that has been written off through normal processes, 
that has never had Government contracts, but has written off its 
plants through normal depreciation deductions but is still operating 
them. In other words, two companies with identical plants can have 
entirely different depreciation bases at any specific date. 

Mr. Harpy. The : if you are going to negotiate for the same items 
with two companies, one of which has a plant fully amortized and the 
other does not, you have got to pay a higher price to one or you have 
got to pe rmit the other to have a larger profit, 

Mr. Franke. The ce cmspeny which has a plant that has been written 
off has certain advantages; there is no question about that. 

Mr. Borpner. Yet if we want production from both we are going to 
pay higher prices to the one who has the higher costs, and that affects 
the negotiation of contracts today, from the price standpoint. 

Mr. Harpy. So that you are buying the two contract items at the 
same price 

Mr. Borpnrer. We do not, generally, except in the case of standard 
commercial products. 

Mr. Harpy. That is the assumption that we need the products of 
both plants, the output of both plants. iT you needed only one you 
would contract with the one who had already written his plant off, 
and the other fellow would likely have a plant standing idle? 

Mr. Borpner. Not necessarily. 

Mr. Casey. Is it or is it not a fact that in the case of normal depre- 
ciation by the time the fellow gets his plant written off his books, he 
probably is in position to have to replace his plant, or a substantial 
part of it? 

Mr. Borpner. There are cases where that is true, and there are cases 
where it is not true. But generally they lean over backward in pro- 
viding normal depreciation, and the tax administration generally 
allows them to do so. Asa rule it would be expected that the normal 
contractor would have a certain amount fully depreciated, under a 
normal program, with normal depreciation, for facilities acquired 
years avo, 

Mr. Harpy. But he would not be in as good shape as the fellow 
whose plant was fully depreciated in 5 years? 

Mr. Borpner. That is true. 

Mr. Casry. I think that is all I have, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Harpy. We certainly thank you gentlemen for your help 
this matter. 

Mr. Franke. Thank you. 
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STATEMENT OF FRANK L. ROBERTS, CHAIRMAN, MILITARY RENE- 
GOTIATION POLICY AND REVIEW BOARD, OFFICE OF THE 
SECRETARY OF DEFENSE; ACCOMPANIED BY RICHARD B. CROSS, 
MEMBER OF THE BOARD; OLIVER MAY, SPECIAL ASSISTANT; 
AND BARRON K. GREER, COUNSEL FOR THE BOARD 


Mr. Harpy. Mr. Roberts, will you identify yourself for the record ? 

Mr. Roserrs. My name is Frank L. Roberts, Chairman of the Mili- 
tary Renegotiation Policy and Review Board, Office of the Secretary 
of Defense. 

May I identify the other gentlemen here with me. Mr. Barron K. 
Greer, counsel for the Board; Mr. Richard B. Cross, member of the 
Board; and Mr. Oliver May, special assistant to the Board. 

Mr. Chairman, I have no statement prepared. 

Mr. Harpy. Maybe you can add something to the confusion which 
has already been made. 

Mr. Roserts. Iam sure I can. 

Mr. Harpy. You have heard the testimony here both from the Treas- 
ury and from Mr. Bordner and Mr. Franke. If you can give us a 
little hght on this situation, in your own way, we will appreciate it. 

Mr. Roserts. Mr. Chairman, I find no glaring errors in the remarks 
of the gentlemen that have preceded me. 

There are a few things about the actual allowances of amortization 
in costs that I would like to point out. In World War LI amortization 
was a part of the general overhead of the contractor and amortization 
was divided between the renegotiable and nonrenegotiable portions of 
his business, in the same way that other overhead costs were divided, 
or allocated, as we call it. 

This had the effect of charging some amortization to the normal 
commercial products of the contractor. The reasons for this are that 
generally certificates cover equipment and machinery, and that ma- 
chinery and equipments was used in producing both types of products, 
Only in unusual cases, where there was a separate plant covered by a 
certificate, would the entire amount of the 20 percent amortization be 
charged to the Government for renegotiable business. 

That had the effect of mitigating the amount of dollars the con- 
tractor deducted from income before he reported his profits for re- 
negotiation. 

I might say here that it has been our belief that in order to arrive 
at a fair judgment of what constitutes excessive profits, all good busi- 
ness charges should be deducted before arriving at the total profits. 

Also I think it might be helpful to dwell a little bit on the prior act, 
the 1943 act particularly. The question was asked earlier as to whether 
any committee of the Congress had its special attention directed to 
the facts of putting renegotiation on a tax-allowance basis, and it is 
my understanding, while I was not there, that the Senate Finance 
Committee went into the matter in detail, and I gather by directing the 
special allowance of 20-percent amortization, they passed upon the 
point with full knowledge of the results. 

Renegotiation was originated as a repricing of each individual 
contract. It was quickly realized that the result of that procedure 
would be to defeat the whole program, and therefore the first amend- 
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ment to the Renegotiation Act of 1942 was to put it on what we con- 
sider as the over-all basis. The over-all basis means that all of the 
receipts and accruals from all the contractors renegotiable business, 
whether it be subcontracts, purchase orders, or prime contracts, Or 
from whatever source, be added together and the total amount is what 
the renegotiation administrators look at. The result was the profit 
for renegotiation purposes, and that was the part to which the jud 
ment was applied. 

Phe over-all basis has the advantages that the contractor might have 
an individual contract or a purchase order or a group of contracts 
and purchase orders, where he had a loss or a subnormal margin of 
profit, and this permitted the leveling off of prices on all his renego 
tiated business, so that whether the contractor was reporting for tax 
purposes or his profit to stockholders, he was renegotiated on Govern 
ment renegotiable business. 

Now I would like to make one further observation, that in view of the 
consideration given to all the facts of a particular case the possession 
of large amounts of certificates of necessity would reduce the contrac- 
tor’s risk and he would retain less dollars of profit than otherwise. 

I might say that viewing some of the cases at random, that the accel 
erated amortization measured against costs amounted to a fraction of 
1 percent, and that the World War II experience really had a very 
sheht influence percentagewise. 

Mr. Harpy. Considering the heavy volume of the total defense busi- 
ness let me ask you just one question here: In handling renegotiations 
under the present act, let us take two cases: One a case where the owner 
has only one plant involved, and that plant, for the sake of argument, 
has a certificate of necessity at S80 percent amortization rate; and 
another case where a contractor with three plants, we will assume, with 
one plant having already been fully amortized; another plant that has 
a normal amortization rate, and the third plant with an 80-percent rate. 
Now in those two situations, are they handled exactly the same; is there 
any difference when you get to renegotiation ? 

Mr. Roperrs. I want to be sure that [ understand the question. The 
first plant had an 8O percent amortization rate / 

Mr. Harpy. Yes: with just one plant, that is all he had. 

Mr. Ropnerrs. And the other fellow had a certificate, and in one plant 
he had normal depreciation ¢ 

Mr. Harpy. Yes. 

Mr. Ronerts. In the renegotiation, as to the amount of the certifi- 
eates, there would be no difference in the results between the two 
situations. 


Mr.%larpy. In the one case renegotiation could take into account 
such accelerated amortization 4 

Mr. Roperrs. That is it. 

Mr. Harpy. And the other case you would take accelerated amorti- 
zation only with respect to one plant, and normal with respect to the 
other ? 

Mr. Rorertrs. Yes. 

Mr. Harpy. If you did not consider, if you are not required to use 
the same rate of renegotiation as the certificate of necessity establishes 
for depreciation amortization in the original contract based at the 
normal rate, what would be the difference in the net effect in that 
second half ¢ 
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Mr. Ronerrs. If we are not required to follow the certificate in 
allowing amortization: is that the question / 

Mr. Harpy. Yes. 

Mr. Ror rts. And there had hot been allowed in the original price 
any amortization ¢ 

Mr. Harpy. Yes. 

Mr. Ror RTS, Mr. Chairman, let us Say right there, in all of this 
discussion about the renegotiation effect between the price with no 
allowance for amortization and allowance in tax methods of account- 
ing. that the contractor first has to earn what we term an excessive 
profit. 

Mr. Harpy. That is why I gave this illustration, because presum- 
ably if the contractor has one plant which he has already fully amor 
tized, and another which he has got a normal amortization rate of 
depreciation on, he has a lower rate to earn the p rohit on, and the third 
one, when they are all taken together, the plant which has not yet been 
amortized, how i is he going toch: arge 1) or 20 percent ¢ 

Mr. Ropers. Assuming that the or ional pric es were the same ? 

Mr. Harpy. Yes: that is correct. So that whereas in one ¢: ise, the 
first case, where you have one plant with a certificate of necessity en 
80 percent amortization in 5 years, unless that amount is allowed i 
your renegotiation he actually is not able to amortize it unless he makes 
an awful lot of profit. 

In the second case, because of the fact he has the other plant, might 
he not still be able to amortize his plant facilities under the certificate 
of necessity even though he were not allowed the accelerated rate of 
renegotiation 7 

Mr. Roserts. I lost the part of the last sentence. 

Mr. Harpy. Assuming that your contract was originally priced on 
the basis of normal depreciation, and here is a contractor with more 
than one plant, only one of which has a certificate of necessity for 
accelerated amortization: taking the total operation might he not 
depreciate that plant at the accelerated rate, even though he were not 
permitted any renegotiation when it is combined with the other two! 

Mr. Roperts. Let me see.if I can get one thing really clear as a part 
of the premise of the question. The plant concerned would have to 
be producing renegotiable business before depreciation or amortiza- 
tion from its output would be included in any respect. 

Mr. Harpy. Yes: I ee that. 

Mr. Ropserts. Now, in his renegotiation, granting that it was one 
corporation that pe une three plants and under the over-all 1 
negotiation method, he would have combined the income and aa 
have combined the charges for depreciation and amortization. 

Mr. Harpy. That is just exactly the point. So when they are com- 
bined, because of the fact that he has one plant that is already com- 
pletely amortized, even though you do not permit accelerated amorti- 
zation, might he not be able to amortize this partic ular plant at the 
accelerated rate / 

Mr. Roserts. The one that is already written off : no. sir. 

Mr. Harpy. No: Iam talking about the new. 

Mr. Roserts. He could amortize his plant in accordance with his 
certificate as to that specific plant only and he would take deprecia- 
tion on the one that he had no certificate on. That would be a com- 
posite figure, as sales and all other costs would be a composite figure. 
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Mr. Harpy. But my point is this. His earnings would be such that 
excess profits would not catch him because of his certificate; whether 
or not it were allowed in renegotiation, I do not know; that is what I 
am trying to get clear. 

However, I do not want to belabor that point. I was just trying to 
clear up my own thinking. 

Mr. Roserts. I would like to straighten it out and I want to be 
sure that it is very clear that because of the merging of the sales, the 
merging of the costs, that he would be getting nothing that he would 
not if they were entirely separate transactions from each plant; he 
does not gain anything by merging his plant covered by a certificate 
with p ylants not ¢ overed by certificates. 

Mr. Harpy. That clears it up. 

Mr. Casry. Mr. Roberts, under the World War II practice of allow- 
ing merely normal depreciation for pricing and accelerated deprecia- 
tion for renegotiation, do you feel that created a tendency on the part 
of the contractors to pad their costs in pricing in order to be able to 
recoup the accelerated amortization in renegotiation ¢ 

Mr. Roperts. That is a difficult question to answer. I think to the 
extent that businessmen are realists, that they either attempted to 
make their cost estimates sufficiently high to cover that point, to pro- 

vide for it, or they exercised managerial talent in reducing costs so 
that a high enough profit result. 

Mr. Casey. In other words, I may take rove answer as an affirma- 
tive answer in the sense that we know that businessmen are realists? 

Mr. Roserrs. I think I would certainly agree that they are realists. 

Mr. Casry. I believe you stated that it was your feeling that in 
renegotiation all good business costs should be allowed as part of the 
eventual price to be allowed ¢ 

Mr. Ronerrs. Yes; I did. 

Mr. Casey. And translating that into the field of amortization, 
do you feel that the renegotiators should be permitted to judge for 
themselves how much of the amortization allowed in the certificate of 
necessity represents a good business cost / 

Mr. Roserts. Mr. Casey, I would like to give a categorical answer, 
but I find it difficult. If I had to I would say that I do not think they 
should be permitted to adjust it, which is the effect, I believe, of your 
question; because, if I may point out, the judgment involves the 
economic usefulness of the particular facility after the end of the re- 
quired emergency period for purposes of national defense. I believe 
that judgment would be most difficult to make. 

If I may, I would like to refer back to the period immediately 
following World War II. The best body of economic thought or at 
least a very good body of economic thought was that we were tre- 
mendously overcapacitied and if during the time then prevailing, the 
Renegotiation Board were to make the judgment as to the amount of 
amortization to be permitted under these certificates, it would have 
been LOO percent. Subsequent events have proven how wrong they 
would have been. 

Mr. Casey. We would, however, be no worse off since 100 percent 
has been allowed in most cases anyway. 

Mr. Rorerts. That is right. However, making it analogous to the 
present-day situation, there is a definite percentage allowance, as I 
understand it. 
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Mr. Casry. And assuming that the percentage under the present 
practice averages about 75 percent for all industries, do you feel that 
at the end of the 5-year period, and even at any succeeding year within 
that 5-year period, the renegotiators are in a better position to ad- 
judge the future economic usefulness of the facilities than the ¢ ertify- 
ing authority who is required to base his judgment on conditions 
existing at the time that the applicant files for a certificate of neces- 
sity when, in many cases, not even the ground is broken for the 
facility ¢ 

Mr. Roserts. It would appear that that should be true, but I think 
for the reason that I have stated that it might work just the reverse. 

Mr. Casey. At least the renegotiators could not be in any worse 
position than the certifying authority; that is true, is it not! 

Mr. Roberts. Except for this illustration; I think they would 
have been if my illustration were to reoccur. I think then they would 
be in a worse position. 

Mr. Harpy. They might come up with a worse answer, but they 
would not be in any worse position. 

Mr. Casey. At least, they would be in a position of knowing that 
the war was over and we were not having a 10-year emergency in- 
stead of a 3- or 4- year emergency. 

Mr. Roperts. Well. that is right. 

Mr. Casey. Are you aware of the recommendation made by the 
Brewster committee of 1947 or 1948 with respect to renegotiating these 
certificates of necessity e 

Mr. Rorerrs. Indeed I am. 

Mr. Casry. To your knowledge, has any consideration ever been 
given to the recommendation made by that committee / 

Mr. Roserts. There has been, Mr. Casey, in executive session before 
the Senate Finance ( ‘ommittee and | do hot know the degree to which 
I am permitted to discuss that. But the matter was considered fully 
In my presence as rece ntly as last February. 

Mr. Casey. That was subsequent to the enactment of the Revenue 
Act of 1950, or prior to that ? 

Mr. Ropertrs. It was subsequent. 

Mr. Casry. Was any consideration civen to it prior to the enact 
ment of the Revenue Act of 1950? 

Mr. Roperts. | do not know. 

Mr. Casey. In substance the recommendation of that committee 
was that the renegotiators be given authority to disallow some part 
of the accelerated amortization in renegotiation. Is that true, or is 
that not true? 

Mr. Roserts. No; that is not, in my opinion. 

Mr. CASEY. What do vou construe that recommendation to be—the 
recommendation of the Brewster committee / 

Mr. Rozerts. The Brewster committee’s recommendation, was that 
more important consideration be given in renegotiation to the pos- 
session of certificates of necessity and to correcting the then permis 
sive act of selling the assets acquired under a certificate under the 
long-term capital gain feature of the income-tax law. That was the 
conclusion that I reached, being in the room at the time the Brewster 
committee were developing the material that later resulted in their 
recommendation. 
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Mr. ¢ iseY. At least, in the published hearings ot the Brewster 
committee, it was brought out that 20 oil companies made excessive 
profits of some 865 million of which $59 million was retained by the 
oll con panies under their certificates of necessity, so that only sO 
million was recovered in renegotiation. 

Mr. Roserts. That is right. There was a third item that I wish 
to mention and that was, I believe, they intended that a percentage 
certificate be Yiven in accordance with the testimony ot the WPB 
people who testified that they had elven an amount, less than 40 
percent im ‘ertificates after they took them over, ClVIng effect to the 
poss ble economic usefulness of the facility after the emergency period, 
J he oll companies came in I believe under the provision ot the prior 
act permitting 
pel od and as the emergency Was declared over on September 


certificates of hecessityv to be telescoped to a shorter 
YQ, 
1945, the income accounts were recomputed in accordance with the 
law and additional costs substituted, due to the shortened period, to 
amortize the cost of the facilities under their certificates. 

Mr. Casry. That telescope provision has since been eliminated from 
the law / 

Mr. Ronerrs. That is not present in the act on the books now. 

Mr. Casey. Do you have any opinion to express with respect to re- 
@ that provision 4 

Mr. Roperts. No: I have not given it consideration. I felt that the 
present act was an improvement over the old act and part of it was 
in accord with the findings of the so-called Brewster committee. 

Mr. Casey. I have no further questions. 

Mr. Harpy. I do not believe we need pursue this further. We cer 
tainly appreciate the comments we have had from you gentlemen and 
the subcommittee will stand adjourned to reconvene on the call of 
the Chair. 

Mr. Roserrs. I wish to thank you, Mr. Chairman, for your courtesy. 

Mr. Harpy. Thank you very much. 

(Whereupon the subcommittee adiourned to meet on the eall of 


the Chair.) 
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APPENDIX 


APRIL 24, 1951 
Maj. Gen. THOMAS F. FARRELT, 
Deputy Administrator for Resources Expansion, 
Defense Production Administration, Washington, D.C 
DEAR GENERAL FARRELL: During the tax amortization hearings before this 
subcommittee on April 20, 1951, there was introduced into the record a memo 
randum of understanding, dated April 9, 1951, on the subject Responsibilities 
for Procurement of Metals and Minerals Under Section 303 of the Defense Pro- 
duction Act of 1950. Mention was made in that memorandum of financial cer 
tifications under section 302 of the Defense Production Act 
The representatives of the Defense Production Administration who were ques 
tioned concerning the effect of this memorandum nh connection with section 
802 loans expressed doubt as to its meaning and purpose Inasmuch as you 
upparently took part in the conference to which this memorandum refers, the 
subcommittee would be pleased to have your explanation of it, with particulat 
regard to the reviewing function now performed by the Defense Production 
Administration in the granting of section 302 loans. 
Sincerely yours, 





PorTer Harpy, Jr., Chairman 


DEFENSE PRODUCTION ADMINISTRATION, 
Washington, April 27, 1951 
Ilon. Porter Harpy, Jr., 
Chairman, Government Operations Subcommittee of the 
Committee on Expenditures in the Rrecutive Departments, 


y 


House of Representatives, Washington, D.C 

Deak Mr. HaARpy: In reply to your letter of April 24, the memorandum of 
understanding on the subject Responsibilities for Procurement of Metals and 
Minerals Under Section 303, Defense Production Act of 1950 should not have 
included any reference to responsibilities under section 302 under the subject 
of the memorandum 

Che responsibilities of the Office of Staff Service under section 302 would be 
limited to comments on proposed loan applications for metals and minerals proj 
ects as referred by the Office of Resources Expansion 

I appreciate your pointing out the lack of understanding on the part of certain 
representatives of this Administration concerning the effect of the memorandum 
and, accordingly, it has been revised to omit any mention of responsibility 
under section 802. 

For your information, a copy of the revision is attached 

Sincerely yours, 
T. F. FARRELL, 
Dep ty Administrator for Resources Expansion, 


DEFENSE PRODUCTION ADMINISTRATION, 


ipril 9, 1951. 
Revised April 27, 1951 


MEMORANDUM OF UNDERSTANDING 


Subject : Responsibilities for Procurement of Metals and Minerals Under Section 
303, Defense Production Act of 1950 
Present: Messrs. Gibson, Farrell, Wilde (part time), Morgan, Durkin, and Gay- 
nor (reporting). 
1. It was agreed that consideration and recommendations on metals and 
minerals projects under section 808 are the primary responsibility, within DPA, 
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of the Office of Staff Service. Included therein is the necessary liaison with the 
| e delegate agency (usually DMA) 

» is the esponsibility of the Office of Resources Expansion to process 
required financial certifications under section 303 of metals and minerals 
projects which are recommended by the Office of Staff Service. Included therein 

ertification to the General Services Administration or other fiscal agency, 
nd tl ntenance of the necessary financial reeords 
Mr. Gibson will prepare a letter for General Harrison’s signature to DMA, 
setting forth the latter’s responsibility for negotiating the best possible deal for 
metals and minerals procurement The Office of Staff Service will review the 
proposed programs and specific projects for eligibility under section 303 and 
seneral contormity to requirements and policy. 

4, Mr. Gibson will approve the proposed copper program as essential to the 
defense effort, considering the long-term aspects of certain contracts Addition- 

ly will forward copy of counsel’s memorandum to the effect that such 


programs may be included under the Defense Production Act. 


DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCI 
NATIONAL PROpUCTION AUTHORITY, 
Washington, April 23, 1951, 
Hon. Porrer Harpy, Jr 
Chairman, Government Operations Subcommittee, 
House of Re presentatives, Washington, D. ¢ 

DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: In testimony before your committee last Friday some 
Government witnesses advised that they had recommended against a Govern- 
ment loan for the Green River project The reason advanced was that scrap 
ron was expected to be in short supply and that as a consequence production 
from open-hearth furnaces would be reduced in proportion by the amount of 
scrap iron consumed by the proposed Green River electric furnaces 

It appears advisable to clear up any misunderstanding that this testimony 
may have occasioned, 

Certain alloy and other special quality steels that are needed for defense 
purposes can be produced only in modern electric steel-making furnaces. The 
Green River project contemplates the installation of such furnaces 

To insure production at Green River of these kinds of steel which are in short 
supply, the following condition was incorporated in the loan agreement: “The 
plant to be constructed by the borrower is to be used to produce alloy and other 
special quality steels for use in the national defense effort.” 

In summary, the proposed Green River project is necesary in the interests of 
national defense. It requires scrap iron as a basic raw material as do all 
electrie alloy steel-making furnaces To obtain the special steels needed for 
the defense effort which can be produced only in modern electric furnaces such 
as those proposed for installation at Green River the scrap required therefor 
must be supplied and, if necessary, will be allocated by the Government. 

sincerely yours, 
FRANK R. CREEDON, 
ixssistant Administrator for Facilities and Construction 


EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT 
NATIONAL SECURITY ResourcES Boarp 


WASHINGTON, D. ¢ 
or release to afternoon papers, Wednesday, December 13, 1950 


Issuance of 48 necessity certificates for rapid tax write-off to expand defense 
lities of 18 steel and 3 refractories companies was announced tod iv by Stuart 
mington, Chairman, National Security Resources Board. 

In steel, the necessity certificates issued were for expanded facilities estimated 
at $469,266,643. That should provide an additional capacity of more than 
5,500,000 ingot tons, 2,500,000 tons of coke capacity, and 
ron capacity, with related finishing facilities, 
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The refractories expansion was estimated at $22,000,000 

Under the Internal Revenue Act of 1950 plant expansion for defense purposes 
can be depreciated at a much faster rate than normal depreciation for tax pur- 
poses. Those who seek this tax benefit submit their applications for judging 
primarily on the basis of how much of their expansion is for defense work. Ap 
plications may be granted in full, reduced, or rejected. 

Total expansion in the steel industry for which certificates have been issued 
to date exceeds $600,000,000, including the $144,000,000 worth of facilities in- 
volved in the certificates issued several weeks ago to the Jones & Laughlin Co. 

The expansion thus far would provide almost 7 million tons of steel ingot 
capacity and 8 million tons of coke capacity, in addition to the pig-iron capacity 
and related finishing facilities 

The companies to which certificates were issued today, place of expansion, and 
the amount of facilities applied for are as follows: 





Steel: 





Republic Steel ¢ orp., Birminghan Ala Cleveland, Ohio: 

Alabama City, Ala.; South Chicago, Ill arene . $15, 955, 000 
Northwest Steel & Wire Co., Sterling, Il 14, 507, OOO 
Great Lakes Steel Corp., River Rouge, Mich 12, S33, S00 
The Youngstown Sheet & Tube Co., East Chicago, Ind S65, 005, COO 
Crucible Steel Co. of America, Midland, Pa atinics | Oke 2 
Armco Steel Corp., Ashland, Ky.; Zanesville, Ohio; Middletown, 

Ohio i , 406 
Sheffield Steel Corp., Kansas City, Mo , 000 
Lone Star Steel Co., Lone Star, Tex , 200 
Connors Steel Co., Birmingham, Ala ; a , 970 
West Virginia Steel & Manufacturing Co., Huntington, W. Va 352 
Empire Steel Co., Mansfield, Ohio. Z , OOO 


HOO, COO 
DOO, OOO 


Woodward Iron Co., Woodward, Ala hi 4 

Keystone Steel & Wire Co., Peoria, Ll 1 

Hazelton Steel & Tubing Co., Hazelton, Pa 3 ‘ 4, 275, 340 

Green River Steel Corp., Owensboro, Ky x 8, OO1, O32 
‘ 


National Steel Corp. (Weirton Steel Division), Weirton, W. Va_- , O78, 425 
McLouth Steel Corp., Trenton, Mich 2, 294, 442 
Sharon Tube Co., Sharon, Pa ‘ 2. 333, 532 
Refractories : 

General Refractories Co.: Joliet, Ill; Stevens Poterry, Ga.; War- 

ren, Ohio; Sproul, Pa.; Baltimore, Md.; Olive Hill, Ky.; Clays 

burg Pa.; Rockdale, Ill.; Los Angeles, Calif 8, 453, 703 
Harbison-Walker Refractories Co.: Bessemer, Ala.; Windham, 

Portago County, Ohio; East Chicago, Ind.; Fulton, Mo.; Balti 

more, Md.; Mount Union, Pa 12, 149, 451 
Mexico Refractories Co., Mexico, Mo 1, 409, 950 


Marcu 38, 1951. 
Memorandum for: The Secretary of Agriculture. 
The Secretary of the Interior 
National Production Administrator 
Defense Transport Administrator 
The development of the defense program is to a large measure dependent on 
the expansion of industrial production to provide military requirements and 
supply essential civilian needs, It is desirable that this expansion be undertaken 
to the maximum possible extent by private business within the framwork of 
the competitive enterprise system. The tax-amortization program, provided 
for in section 124A of the Internal Revenue Code, if vigorously administered, can 
be expected to help bring about this industrial expansion 
The regulation issued by the National Security Resources Board and approved 
», 1850, will be followed by the Defense Production 


or 


by the President on October 2 
Administration in carrying out this program. As certifying authority, | urge 
each delegate agency to proceed as rapidly as possible with its reports and 
recommendations, in accordance with that regulation Additional copies of the 
reculation, which contains the basie criteria, are attached hereto. An essential 
function of the delegate agencies is to be informed regarding capacity and re 
quirements in each industry, in order that the criteria may be applied properly. 
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Attached is a memorandum which discusses the administration of the tax- 
amortization program to date. The staff of the Defense Production Administra 
tion is available at all times to discuss any problems while the delegate agencies 
may encounter in carrying out this program in conformity with the regulation 
and the statute. It is requested that each delegate agency submit a final or 
progress report as to each application within 38 weeks of its referral 

Report and Recommendation on Ayplication for Necessity Certificate, Form 
No. 142, additonal copies of which are attached, is available for his purpose, but 
need not be used if another report form is deemed by the delegate agency to 
be more suitable. In any event, the delegate agency should submit such addi 
tional facts and information as it believes will be necessary or helpful. 


W. H. TPIArrkiIson, Administrator. 


DEFENSE PROpUCTION ADMINISTRATION, 
OFFICE OF THE ADMINISTRATOR, 
March 1, 1951. 
Memorandum re amortization of emergency facilities under section 124A of the 
Internal Revenue Code. 


INTRODUCTION 


In 1940, in order to aid and encourage the expansion of productive capacity 
by private industry, the Internal Revenue Code was amended (sec. 124) to 
authorize the amortization over a 60-month period of facilities certified as neces- 
sury in the interest of national defense during the emergency period. Issuance 
of necessity certificates under section 124 was terminated by Presidential Procla 
mation in September 1945. 

Until December 1948 the Secretary of War and the Secretary of Navy were 
the certifying authorities. Thereafter the War Production Board assumed this 
function 

During the life of section 124 the certifying agencies received approximately 
54,000 applications and issued approximately 41,000 necessity certificates for 
facilities estimated to cost about $7.8 billion. Practically all certificates issued 
by the services were for 100 percent. Under the War Production Board, about 
SO percent of the certifications issued were for only 35 percent of the cost of the 
facilities 

Section 124A of the Internal Revenue Code was included as a part of the 
Revenue Act of 1950 for the purpose of making available again in the present 
emergengy this means of encouraging the investment of private capital in the 
expansion of facilities needed for the defense effort. 

This section provides that every person at his election shall be entitled to a 
deduction with respect to the amortization of the adjusted basis (cost) of an 
emergency facility (as defined) based on a period of 60 months. This deduction 
is in lieu of the deduction provided by section 28 (1) of the code; i. e., normal 
depreciation. 

An “emergency facility” is defined to mean any facility, land, building, ma- 
chinery, or equipment, the construction, reconstruction, erection, acquisition, or 
installation of which was completed after December 31, 1949, and with respect 
to which a certificate has been issued. 

In determining the adjusted basis (cost) of an emergency facility, there shall 
be included only so much of the amount of the basis as is properly attributable 
to such construction, reconstruction, erection, installation, or acquisition after 
December 31, 1949, as the certifying authority has certified as necessary in the 
interest of national defense during the emergency period and only such portion 
of such amount as such authority has certified as attributable to defense 
purposes 

Thus a taxpayer having a necessity certificate for an emergency facility in 
the amount of, say, 50 percent of the cost may elect to deduct for tax purposes 
50 percent of the cost over a period of 60 months; that is, 10 percent per year. 
In addition, during the same 60-month period he may deduct for tax purposes 
normal depreciation on the balance of the cost of the facilities. At the end of 
the 60-month period, he may continue to take his deduction for normal depre- 
ciation for tax purposes only on the uncertified portion. If he has elected to 
terminate the amortization deduction at any time during the 60-month period, he 
can thereafter take only a deduction for normal depreciation for that portion of 
the facilities not theretofore written off for tax purposes. 
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NECESSITY FOR AMENDMENT OF THE REVENUE CODE 


In general, under section 23 (1) of the code, a taxpayer, in computing net 
income for tax purposes, is allowed as a deduction from gross income a reasonable 
allowance for the exhaustion, wear, and tear (including a reasonable allow 
ance for obsolescence) of a depreciable business asset This allowance for 
depreciation may not include reduction in market value not resulting from 
these specified causes. In practice, depreciation deductions are based on esti- 
mates of “useful life,’ which vary for different types of property, usually con- 
forming fairly closely to schedules indicated by Bulletin F, whieh, although it 
does not have the effect of a Treasury decision, reflects Bureau practice and 
opinion. These estimates of “useful life’ are determined by a number of fac- 
tors, and physical life is an important consideration 

It may be presumed that.the selling price of goods and services includes some 
amount which represents a return of a portion of the cost of the capital assets 
which produced them his recovery of capital investment may occur tax-free, 
however, only as deductions for depreciation are permitted (in somewhat uniform 
amounts) over the useful life of the productive asset 

The annual depreciation deduction may be increased under certain circum 
stances by an allowance for extraordinary obsolescence. The regulations of the 
Bureau provide that, as to property which is clearly shown by the taxpayer as 
being affected by economie conditions that will result in its being abandoned at a 
future date prior to the end of its normal useful life so that depreciation dedue- 
tions alone will not return the investment at the end of the economic term of 
usefulness, a reasonable deduction for obsolescence in addition to depreciation 
may be allowed in accordance with the facts. The mere opinion of the taxpayer 
that the property may become obsolete at some later date is not sufficient to 
establish a claim for an increased deduction 

Further, a claim for obsolescence deduction will not be considered until it is 
definitely known that the facilities are becoming obsolete. The burden is on the 
taxpayer to establish that he is entitled to the increased deduction, and his claim 
may and probably would be contested in many instances. More important, it has 
been held that a mere diminution of profits resulting from competition does not 
give rise to a deduction for obsolescence when there is no reasonable probability 
that the assets will not be continued in service during their normal useful life in 
the business for which they were designed 

Accelerated depreciation may be allowed if the taxpayer can establish that by 
reason of unusual operating conditions the normal useful life of a facility has been 
impaired. The burden is on the taxpayer, however, to prove abnormal deprecia 
tion, and evidence of excessive use without more will not suffice. Taxpayers 
claiming abnormal depreciation are required to furnish detailed information in 
support of this claim and may have great difficulty in securing Bureau agreement 
to the increased allowance. 

In a national emergency, when heavy demands are made upon the economy for 
military supplies and requirements, productive capacity must be converted from 
its customary employment with attendant cut-backs in civilian goods and services, 
or productive capacity must be expanded to accommodate some part or all of bot! 
military and essential civilian needs. Where conversion will not suffice to supply 
military items, there is no alternative but to bring new capacity into production 
for that purpose. 

This new capacity and expansion of facilities can be built and financed directly 
by the Government or it can be done under certain circumstances by private bus 
ness, principally with private capital. In the present emergency, the choice has 
already been made that to the maximum extent possible the expansion of ou 
industrial plant necessary to the mobilization effort shall be carried out by the 
latter means. 

As a practical matter, however, rapid expansion of production capacity in a 
national emergency, on the broad scale required, cannot be undertaken by private 
business without some modification of the income-tax statute. This would be true, 
in general, even though the Government loaned the money necessary to accom 
plish the expansion. The fact that credit might be made available by the Govern 
ment for this purpose would not in itself serve as an incentive. Debt must be 
repaid regardless of the identity of the lender 

Mobilization requires a high level of Government expenditures and high tax 
rates. High taxes drain off cash at the very time that expanding production 
places increased demands upon current assets Business is not likely to invest 
capital in productive capacity over and above normal] requirements when earnings 
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») provide a reasonable return and whet depreciation allowances 








ier 25 (1) fail to permit a recovery ot investment colnumensurate wit 
thie Business will not invite bankruptcy or financial embarrassment by in 
Ve l facilities Which at the end of the eme rgency may not be economically 
useful and in which large amounts of invested capital remain unrecovered and 
ul ( e! re under competitive conditions in a peacetime economy. 

As explained above, statutory provisions governing depreciation allowances for 
purposes of computing net heome for tax purposes ure based essel tially on 

\ concepts Of userul iiie They give no real recognition to risks peculiar to invest 

ments emerge! facilities The exceptions mentioned above, relating to 
extraordinary obsolescence and accelerated depre« iation, fail to provide a means 
by which a taxpayer may secure assurance in advance that these risks will be 
rec iized for tux purposes, 


Section 124A provides a measure of protection by permitting deductions from 
Zross come for tax purposes based upon risk of loss of economic value and by 
providing for a determination in advance, binding on the Bureau, of allowable 
deductions in lieu of normal depreciation. 

i s rm of tax relief proved to be a powerful inducement in World War II 
for business to go forward with its own finances to provide facilities needed for 
that effort In World War II, however, the Government itself, through Defense 
Plant Corporations, built plants all over the country to further war production 
We are relying at this time upon business to build the plants and facilities, and 
section 124A must be made to work as it was intended if the desired expansion of 
capacity is to be achieved without direct governmental intervention, 


ADMINISTRATIVE PROCEDURE UNDER SECTION 124A 


1 


The Revenue Act of 1950 was approved September 23, 1950. Section 216 of that 
act added section 124A to chapter 1 of the Internal Revenue Code, 

Under Executive Order 10172 (October 12, 1950) the President designated the 
Chairman of the National Security Resources Board as the certifying authority 
under the new section. 

Regulations governing the issuance of Necessity certificates were drafted by the 
staff of the Resources Board and after circulation for comment were prescribed 
in their present form by the Chairman of the Resources Board, with the approval 
of the President on October 26, 1950. Thereafter an application form with sup 
porting appendix forms for use by applicants was released for public distribution. 

A form of report and recommendation for use by the delegate agencies in 
making recommendations to the certifying authority was distributed to those 
agencies in November 1950. 

The first applications for Necessity certificates were filed with the Business 
Expansion Office of the National Security Resources Board on October 30, 1950. 

The regulations, Which continue in effect, consist of five parts: 

Part 600.1 contains pertinent definitions. 
Part 600.2 outlines the criteria for determination of necessity and of the 
portion attributable to defense purposes 
Part 600.3 explains the procedures for filing, provides for referral of 
applications to the proper Government agency according to responsibilities 
assigned by the Defense Production Act of 1950, and recites the responsi- 
ties of those agencies in relation to the certifying authority. 
Part 600.4 and 600.5 relate to the powers of the certifying authority and 
amendments to the regulations, 
In accordance with the provisions of 600.8 of the regulations and section 101 of 
part I of Executive Order 10161 (September 9, 1950), applications are filed with 
the certifying authority and referred by it to four delegate agencies according to 
the nature of the business or expansion program of the applicant, as follows: 
Department of Interior, Department of Agriculture, Department of Commerce, 
and Defense Transport Administration of Interstate Commerce Commission. 
Within the Department of Interior five separate administrations have been estab 
lished for dealing with problems of the defense effort These are: Petroleum 
Administration for Defense, Defense Minerals Administration, Defense Power 
Administration, Defense Fisheries Administration, and Defense Solid Fuels 
Administration 

Executive Order 10172 directed the Chairman of the Resources Board, in 
carrying out his function as certifying authority, io utilize the departments and 
agencies of the Government, according to their respective assigned responsibili 
ties pursuant to the Defense Production Act 
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(a) To furnish reports and recommendations in respe to applications 


for necessity certificates ; 





(6b) To maintain relationships with the various industries in respect of 
such applications ; and 
(c) To deve lop hecessary programs for the expansion of capacity. 
Accordingly, the regulations above referred to provi for tl eferral of 
applications to the delegate agencies for the purpose of making reports and 
recommendations thereon to the certifying authority This procedure takes 
full advantage of the specialized knowledge and background of the records, 
staffs, and contacts of existing Government agencies having an mate know 
edge of and ready means of access to information concerning the individual 
problems to which the applications relate It makes possible the maintenance 
of a minimum review staff to coordinate and evaluate the over-all effort. It 
avoids the necessity of employing industry specialists by the certifying authority 
who would duplicate the efforts of the existing facilities of the Government 
The reports of the delegate agencies should deal speciiic: criteria 
specified in the regulations. Matters such as necessity fo each 
instance, the relation of the expunsion sought to existing c« the in 





dustry, prospective requirements for defense programs and essential civilian 
requirements, Shortages or prospective shortages of the product and the facil 


ties, and the probable impact of the expansion in relation to future usefulness to 
the applicant should be investigated, reported on, and discussed 

These reports as to the factual situation within industries are absolutely 
essential to a proper discharge of the duties of the certifying authority. Recom 
mendations as to postemergency economic usefulness and observations as to 
other aspects of the criteria should be made by the delegate agencies Recom 


mendations as to percentage certificates are very helpful and are desired, but 
the delegate agencies, if in doubt, should either consult with Defense Production 
Administration for advice or submit without percentage certification and leave 
that to Defense Production Administration. In practice, the certifying authority 
is always ready to consult with the interested delegate agency in all causes before 
reaching a final decision on percentages and would prefer to have the advice 
and assistance of the delegate agency. The ultimate responsibility, however, 
rests with the certifying authority. 

There is danger that the delegate agencies may become preoccupied with per 
centages at the expense of the preparation of the basic data, called for by the 
regulations and the suggested report form, upon which a judgment as to per 
centage should be based. 

The regulations and the report form have proven workable and in general 
entirely adequate to date. It may be that as we gain experience we will revise 
either or both if that should become necessary and desirable. On the basis of 
the criteria contained in these regulations, applications involving expansion 
programs in the amount of approximately $3,000,000,000 have been processed by 
Commerce, Petroleum Administration for Defense, Defense Transport Adminis 
tration, Agriculture and Defense Minerals Administration. The major. prob 
lems have occurred with reference to securing adequate analyses and reports 
as to shortages, necessity, and the relations of expansion programs to the eco 
nomic background of the industries in which the expansion occurs. Of 
it was primarily for the purpose of securing these basic data from the delegate 
agencies that the present procedure was provided for by Executive order and 
thereafter developed. 

Executive Order 10200 (January 3, 1950), which created the Defense Produc 
tion Administration, designated the Defense Production Administrator as the 
certifying authority for the purposes of section 124A, effective as of the date on 
which the Administrator first appointed takes office. General Harrison, Defense 
Production Administrator, assumed his duties on January 25, 1951, and since 
that date has acted as the certifying authority. 








ADMINISTRATIVE POLICY 


Certification of emergency facilities has proceeded on the basis of a number of 
broad general principles which have evolved from the cases. 

(a) The objective of the whole operation is to get expansion of productive 
capacity, to get it quickly, in the areas of economy in which it is needed, and 
to get it by encouraging business to take the initiative with a minimum of Goy- 
ernment intervention and assistance. 
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The statute confers a broad responsibility and wide administrative discretion 
upon the certifying authority. There must be a finding that a facility is neces- 
sury in the interest of national defense. The certifying authority, also, may) 
certify only so much of the basis of a facility as is attributable to defense 
purposes 

At the outset. therefore, we became concerned with matters of definition. 

(6) The definition of facility in section 124A (d) (1) is broad; i. e., an emer 
gency facility means 

any facility, land, building, machinery or equipment, or any 
part thereof, the construction, reconstruction, erection, installation, or 
acquisition of which was completed after December 31, 1949, and with re 
spect to which a certificate under subsection (e@) has been made.” 

The legislative history of section 124A does not suggest any limitation upon 
the term The Defense Production Act, however, in section 702 (¢) provides: 

The word ‘facilities’ shall not include farms, churches, or other places of wor 

ip, or private dwelling houses,” 

We have regarded section 124A as part of the over-all legislation program 
embodied in the Defense Production Act and have therefore considered that 
section 702 (c) of the latter act is indicative of a legislative intent that the 
term “facilities” in section 124A should be so limited. Except for this, however, 
we have considered that any machinery, equipment, buildings, or projects owned 
or to be owned by a taxpayer could be eligible for certification if the certifying 
authority was satisfied that it was required to aid in supplying goods and services 
necessary in the interest of national defense. The term obviously is not limited 
to productive facilities and facilities which support the performance of essential 
services such as transportation, and protective devices have been certified 

(c) Seetion 124A contains no definition of “national defense.” This term is 
defined in the Defense Production Act, section 702 (d), as follows: 

The term ‘national defense’ means the operations and activities of the 
Armed Forces, the Atomic Energy Commission, or any other Government 
eel or agency directly or indirectly and substantially concerned with 

the ational defense, or operations or activities in connection with the 
Mutu: ial Defense Assistance Act of 1949, as amended.” 

The regulations (pt. 600.2 (a)) provide that 

\ material or service may be found to be so required (in the interest of 
national defense) if it is directly required for the armed services of the 
United States or auxiliary personnel for civil defense, for the Atomic Energy 
Commission, or for any operations or activities in connection with ‘the 
Mutual Defense Assistance Act’; or if it is in the nature of materials or 
services necessary for the production of materials or services directly re 
quired in the interest of national defense during the emergency period; or 
if it is in the nature of materials or services necessary for the operation of 
the national-defense program; or if it is otherwise necessary in the interest 
of national defense.” 

Chis broad definition is consistent with the Declaration of Policy in seetion 2 
of the Defense Production Act. Military strength and economic strength are 
losely linked. They in turn are affected by the adequacy of goods and services 
essential to strong civilian support of a mobilization effort which may endure 
for a long period, 

Accordingly, we have considered that a broadening of the industrial base of 
the economy was well within the concept of national defense and that basie in 
dustry as well as facilities to be employed in supplying direct and indirect mili 
tary requirements could properly be certified if existing capacity was determined 
to be insufficient or prospectively insufficient to meet the over-all requirements 
deemed by the certifying authority necessary to support a well-rounded mobili- 
zation effort 

(d) Section 124A does not provide for the amortization of a facility. Under 
the statute the taxpayer is entitled to a deduction with respect to the amortiza 
tion of the basis of a facility. Essentially the deduction allowed is that portion 
of the investment (basis) which the certifying authority has determined can 
be recovered from gross income, tax-free, during the emergency period if income 
from whatever source is sufficiently large for that purpose. The ane 
authority is directed to certify only so much of the investment as is necessary 
in the interest of national defense during the emergency period and only such 
portion of such amount as is attributable to defense purposes. 

Section 600.2 (c) of the regulations provides that 

In determining the portion of the facilities attributable to defense pur- 
poses, consideration will be given to the probable economic usefulness of the 
facility for other than defense purposes, after 5 years ” 





( 
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The regulation states merely that the certifying authority will give considera- 
tion to factors which the statute directs him to consider in the discharge of his 
responsibility. 

This provision of the regulations, which does not appear in so many words in 
the statute, and the fact of percentage certification have led to suggestions by 
proponents of 100-percent certification that the intent of Congress has not been 
carried out in the administration of the law. 

The record is clear, however, that 100-percent certification of all emergency 
facilities was not intended: 

(1) The language “and only such portion of such amount as such authority 
has certified as attributable to defense purposes” did not appear in old section 
124. 

(2) The administration’s view of provisions for amortization of emergency 
facilities then pending before Congress was expressed in a memorandum dated 
September 15, 1950, from Charles S. Murphy, Special Counsel to the President, 
addressed to Mr. Charles W. Davis, clerk of the Committee on Ways and Means, 
House of Representatives, in response to a letter sent by Mr. Davis at Chairman 
Doughton’s request raising certain questions concerning the proposed amend- 
ment to the code. 

Two excerpts from that memorandum are of particular interest in relation 
to percentage certification : 

“The purpose of these provisions is to encourage private companies to build 
facilities needed for defense, by permitting them in appropriate cases to recover 
part or all of their investments in such facilities in 5 years, without regard to 
the regular amortization provisions of the tax law. 

“Insofar as is consistent with the primary purpose of getting needed facilities 
built, the law obviously should be administered so as to minimize postemergency 
advantages to the businessmen who build them. No law can ‘guarantee’ against 
such special advantage because matters of judgment are involved in each case. 
The present language of H. R. 9420 does, however, clearly permit the President 
to establish proper and uniform standards and procedures for administering the 
rapid amortization provision. Furthermore, the present language clearly con- 
templates that the Government should permit accelerated amortization of only 
a part of the investment in cases where some postemergency usefulness for the 
facilities can be expected.” 

(3) Percentage certification bv the War Production Board under old section 
124 was upheld by a district court decision as a proper exercise of administrative 
discretion. 

(4) The proposition that deductions should be allowed only to the extent that 
economic loss is foreseen or estimated, is implicit in the concept of deductions 
from income based on loss of economic value of emergency facilities as compared 
with deductions based on useful life. 

(e) We have considered the term “emergency period” to mean 5 years. 

(f) Section 600.2 of the regulations states in general terms the criteria for 
determination of necessity and shortages. In practice this must be a judgment 
based upon the scope of the estimated requirements for the goods or services as 
measured against what we can now produce and what we propose to accomplish 
in what period of time. The targets for military items must be supplied by the 
military ; supporting items for essential civilian needs and basic industry must 
be and are bieng estimated by various programing and planning committees 
and divisions throughout the defense structure. The relation between the expan- 
sion determined to be required, as compared with what we have, is an essential 
factor to be weighed in certification since certification is the principal tool avail 
able at the moment to induce the expansion desired 

(7) Section 600.2 contains other specified criteria which are important but 
which are of perhaps less general significance. Among them may be mentioned 
replacements, second-hand facilities, participation by small business, promotion 
of competitive enterprise, competence of management, location and methods of 
financing. The latter may be extremely important in many cases. 

(h) As a matter of policy we have certified facilities at 100 percent only where 
there was a clear prospect that the economic usefulness of the facility would end 
with the emergency. Probably a dozen cases have been certified at the maximum 
amount. A machine useful only for making military-type barbed wire for the 
Army is illustrative. 


83530——-51——_25 
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(i) Denials in general have been based on one or two grounds; no shortage or 
prospective shortages of capacity in the particular field in question or a lack 
of identity with the defense effort. Cases denied have approximated 15 to 
20 percent of cases approved. 

(j) Between these two extremes the cases shade into all degrees of relation 
to the defense effort. 

There can be no rule laid down in advance as to how and in what degree a case 
should be certified. The ultimate decision is a matter of judgment based upon 
the known facts and the best estimate that can be made of the particular factors 
and circumstances material to the application in question or to the industry in 
which the applicant is engaged. 

Basically our approach has been to give a high percentage where it appears 
that an investment in a facility may be expected to have little economic useful- 
ness after the emergency—for example, a standard machine tool which will be 
badly worn and in excess supply at the end of 5 years of hard usage. 

As it appears that the risk diminishes we reduce the percentage certification, 
bearing in mind, however, that the objective is to get needed expansion rather 
than to make calculations of great nicety as to the probabilities. 

(k) When it is desirable and appropriate to do so the cases are certified as 
nearly as possible on a uniform basis as to types of facilities within an industry 
rather than on a case-by-case basis. It follows therefore that applicants get 
as nearly equal treatment as possible unless factors exist which make it appro- 
priate to deviate. 

(1) If the industrial problem is such that the decisions should be based on a 
national picture, as in steel and freight cars, a pattern is applied uniformly to 
all members of the industry. If the industrial problem is such that the cases 
should be decided on a regional basis, that is done, as for example, in cement. 

If the industrial problem is one which depends on location of raw material, 
cases are certified on that basis, as for example, pulp facilities. 

(m) It has been considered sound policy to set percentages high enough so 
that the incentive to expand would have its effect on an industry-wide basis. 

In other words, little business and those not financially strong should be able 
to move forward with the pattern established. Percentages set only for the bigger 
and stronger companies would be contrary to the requisites in the Defense 
Production Act that to the maximum extent the framework of our system of 
competitive enterprise should be preserved. 

(n) It has been recognized and properly so that certification will have a 
certain effect upon price depending upon the product and the facility. Some 
products or services must be sold competitively with little opportunity to increase 
price to permit of more than so-called normal recovery of investment. That 
effect cannot be measured. The price of products and services sold to the Gov- 
ernment under procurement contracts will be affected by the extent to which 
accelerated amortization enters into contract pricing. In the last war only 
normal depreciation was allowed in contract pricing but full amortization was 
allowed in renegotiation. The policy to be followed in the present emergency 
has been under study and it is believed that the old policy will continue. If an 
applicant is to operate under a price umbrella which guarantees recovery of 
investment in price during the emergency period that applicant may be assuming 
a much lesser risk than the producer who expands production without such 
an assurance. 

(0) In any event consideration must be given to the fact that recovery of in- 
vestment over and above normal may be accomplished wholly or partly through 
price or that it may occur only through tax saving. If recovery is measured by 
the latter then the recovery may be somewhat less than the percentages indi- 
cated in the certificate depending upon the tax rate. 

(p) If the certification rate is too low, i. e., our estimates of high postwar 
utility should prove to be too high, the taxpayer will not receive the benefit 
contemplated. 

If the certification rate is too high, i. e., our estimates of postwar utility are 
too low, the taxpayer will have a smaller depreciation deduction after the 5-year 
period and the cost to the Government is some loss of income during the 
emergency period. 

The following table will indicate the range of percentages and types of facili- 
ties certified as necessary in the interest of national defense at various per 


centages 
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One hundred percent : 
Special-purpose machine tools for production of military products exclusively 
Finishing units for production of alkylates and aromatics from petroleum 
Ninety percent : 
General purpose machine tools, including process heating equipment 
Supersonic wind tunnel 
Lake ore carrier (converted steamship) 
HRighty-five percent : 
Blast furnaces 
Iron-ore-handling and processing facilities 
Coke ovens 
Special building for tank manufacture 
Conventional building for manufacture of guided missiles in locations sug- 
gesting doubtful postemergency utility 
Petroleum storage in certain areas 
Magnesium rolling mills 
Refractories 
Ferro-alloy smelting facilities 
Righty percent: 


¥ : : : 
; Alumina and aluminum reduction plant 
Bauxite 
Plant for processing of blood plasma 


Freight cars 
! Inland waterway barges for petroleum and raw materials for steelmaking 
Lake ore carrier (conventional) 
Seventy-five percent : 
| Basie petroleum refining 
Steel making furnaces 
Blooming mills and soaking pits 
Scrap preparation and handling facilities 
Plants for production of XXX superphosphate in which AEC is interested 
Conventional factory buildings and extensions in industrial locations 
Seventy percent: 
Finishing facilities for high alloy steels 
Diesel powered tugs and tow boats 
Cement in certain areas 
Sixty-five percent : 
‘ Diesel electric locomotives 
Wood pulp facilities of certain types 
Cotton gins in certain locations 
Sixty percent: 
Steel plant finishing facilities 
Fifty percent: 
High-tenacity rayons 
Paper mills of certain types 


Total applications to date (Feb. 23)--.---------- 3,319 
Dollar amount of facilities___- mies . -. $10, 475, 000, 000 
Certificates issued____-_-~-~- sami be esasite 447 
Amount of applications a ‘ed . id $3, 000, 000, 000 
Average percent certified ; ; - 74 
Certificates denied ‘aden inna 63 
4 Amount of applications Giinctencibetaied : $36, OOO, OOO 
In determining the percentage of certification allowed on facilities which are 
deemed necessary, some factors which may or may not be specifically covered by 
the regulations are to be considered : 
. ’ (a) Normal rates of depreciation. 


(b) Location. 

(c) The probable extent of the over-all expansion anticipated or required 
and its likely effect—for example, a 15-percent increase or a 75-percent in- 
crease of capacity above estimated normal requirements. 

(d@) Whether the facilities if intended for a military purpose can be con- 
verted to peacetime uses, 

(e) Price levels (construction costs as of August 1950 were 224 percent of 
1939 costs), and extra costs due to expedited construction. 

(f) Whether price of the product can be expected to include some part 
of the accelerated amortization factor. 

(g) Tax rates. 
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(h) Whether expansion in competitive fields plus expansion in the tax- 
payer’s field will intensify the taxpayer’s economic problem subsequent to 
the emergency period. 

(i) Whether the proposed percentage amortization will permit a reduc- 
tion of debt to reasonable limits by the end of the emergency period at which 
time a business may be affected simultaneously by a reduction depreciation 
allowance and a reduction in volume of business. 

(j) The extent to which the facilities being certified may be expected to 
replace existing facilities. 

() Whether background of the industry was of “feast or famine” nature 
or one of erratic or uniform growth 

(1) Likelihood of foreign competition after the emergency period. 

As ilustrative of our approach, the pattern developed in the steel industry and 
the transportation industry may be mentioned briefly. It was not possible to 
consider the steel program solely from the point of view of an integrated ex- 
pansion because applicants were applying for individual facilities of all types. 
It was necessary, therefore, to reach a determination as to certification for each 
major type of steel facility. 

We felt that finishing facilities which in general had not been in short supply 
in relation to steel-making facilities were least in need of encouragement at this 
stage and further had a greater prospect of postwar utility. We felt that the 
greatest incentives should be given materials entering into the production of 
pig iron and steel since those were in short supply and probably involved the 
greatest financial risk. The same percentages were granted to every applicant 
on the same type of facility with some variations as a result of applying various 
criteria. 

Financial risks loomed fairly large in the final determination of these percent- 
ages. Large capital investments are required in this industry and substantial 
sums had to be raised by borrowing. Many companies were adding expansion 
programs to earlier programs lately or partially completed which in turn had 
been financed on borrowed funds. In order to permit the maximum utilization 
of private sources of capital and thus reduce the demands made upon the Gov- 
ernment for financial aid, we considered it necessary that the percentage certifi- 
cations provide adequate assistance to this end. 

In the transportation field we have certified freight cars, car ferries, and ore 
boats. Freight cars and car ferries were certified at SO percent. A number of 
major factors were given consideration in reaching this conclusion. 

It was clear that the need for additional freight cars was acute. The roads* 
have been asked to provide an additional 300,000 cars. There was a reluctance 
on the part of roads to buy cars because of the belief that the additional cars 
would be in excess of postemergency requirements. Further we were dealing in 
effect with a national pool of a type of transportation equipment which the roads 
were not particularly anxious to own because cars once put on the line frequently 
are not returned to the owners for long periods of time. Many of the roads have 
been engaged in modernization and rehabilitation programs under which financial 
commitments have been made to substantially the full extent of normal deprecia- 
tion charges. Since the cars operate under ICC rate schedules and could not be 
expected to return more than normal depreciation in income, the desired ex- 
pansion would depend principally upon tax savings from accelerated amortiza- 
tion 

An expansion of the economy for both military and civilian requirements will 
place heavy demands upon the transportation system and it was felt that no dis- 
couragement to the rapid provision of additional rolling stock should flow from 
the certification procedure. It is foreseeable that submarine warfare, troop 
movements and a general increase in the tempo of industrial activty will place 
such demands upon the roads that other aspects of the expansion program 
would be seriously impeded if substantial assistance were not made available. 


House OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
Washington, D. C., May 5, 1951. 
Hon. Porrer HArpy, Jr., 
Chairman, Subcommittee of Committee on 
BRarpenditures in the Erecutive Departments, 
310 House Office Building, Washinaton, D. C. 


DrarR CONGRESSMAN Harpy: In accordance with our conversation, I am sub- 
mitting herewith some suggestions for consideration by your committee. This 





CERTIFICATES OF NECESSITY AND DEFENSE LOANS 383 


I am doing with some reluctance, because the complex and intricate political and 
economic factors involved make any prognosis speculative 

On the other hand, I am greatly concerned with the prospect of undesirable 
consequences in the event there are ser l 
amortization law as it now stands, 
my interest in this subject. 


ous eTects tire accelerated tax 
and such faults remain uncorrected Hence, 


In brief, 1 urge the committee to explore the following three ideas: 

(1) That section 124A of the Internal Revenue Code relating to accelerated 
amortization be repealed 

(2) That legislation be formulated requiring outstanding certificates of 
necessity to be amortized over a period of 120 months 
period of 60 months. 

(3) That the Way and Means Committee explore the plan of 


steud of the original 


the Government 


of Canada that eliminates for 4 vears the right to charge depreciation on certain 
classes of capital assets created after April 10,1951. In support of this recom 
mendation, I have attached to this letter supplement A) an excerpt from 


the message of the Canadian Minister of Finance, Hon. Douglas Abbott, explain 
ing the advantages of this program 

In summary, the foregoing proposals seem to provide 
satisfactory alternative to the present 
formulated. 

I recognize that your committee is generally familiar with the various 
problems created by the present law and its administration Nevertheless, I 


am constrained to set out briefly my views of the weaknesses in it. They are 
as follows: 


a base from which a 


Satisractory situation may be 


(1) Accelerated tax-amortization certificates, while technically defensible, 
are closely akin to special privilege They give favored corporations billions of 
new plant facilities at a final cost to the corporation considerably less than the 
amount which such facilities would cost them under prewar tax and deprecia 
tion conditions. The advantage thus gained comes out of defense or war earn 
ings paid for by the American people, Who are making solemn sacrifices in blood 
and tears during this period. In this connection, | have attached a condensed 
case history of one certificate of necessity that illustrates this point See 
supplement B. 

(2) This scheme is highly inflationary It provides 
corporations to create new facilities—confident tl 
few years will supply the gross earnings needed 
preciation the greatest part of their cost 

Even without this factor in the business picture, 
create capital assets is taking place 


an alluring incentive for 
at Government contracts in a 
to write off by accelerated de 


an unprecedented race to 


According to official figures of the Department of Commerce and the Securi 
ties and Exchange Commission (joint) business expenditures on new plant and 
equipment for 1951 are expected to reach $23,910,000,000. This will be the all 
time high in business expansion It will exceed by over $4,500,000,000° the 
previous record of business spending—$19,230,000,000 reached in 1948. 

The certificate of necessity scheme accentuates this unprecedented inflatior 
ary boom in business 





(8) This scheme operates to centralize and concentrate the pre ductive facil 
ties into the hands of giant corporations. Reporting on World War II, Senate 
Document 26, page 47, Seventy-ninth Congress, declares 

“Most of this privately financed expansion was carried out by large con 


hi 


of such facilities was built by the Nation’s 250 largest corporations. Fifty-one 
percent was built by the 100 largest.” 
(4) This legal method of quick write-off for new facilities makes it impera- 


cerns utilizing the benefits of tax amortization. Sixty percent of the value 


tive for corporations to seek this advantage. Competition requires every com- 
pany to keep down costs. Accordingly, every company whose competitors are 
permitted to write off plant investments quickly under this scheme is con 
strained to strive to create similar low-cost facilities for the future, in order 


to protect its postemergency competitive position. <A vicious scramble for 
special tax advantage is thus encouraged. 
(5) This scheme seems to seuttle the goal of equality of sacrifice so des- 


perately important in the defense effort. Certainly it is true that the plan has 
a plausible explanation. 

Yet. if its advantages are as small as its defenders make them out to be, then 
the plan is unsound on balance. On April 16, the technical staff of the Treasury 
estimated that there would be a revenue loss of 1.5 millions over the 5-year 
period on the 2.8 billions of certificates of necessity outstanding on March 23 
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1951. Since that time the total of certificates has increased to over 4.7 billions. 
While it is obvious that any revenue estimates are decidedly speculative, 
such estimates will certainly be used with a detrimental effect on the morale of 
the average taxpayer. 
s a * * * 7. * 

As the law now stands, large-scale propaganda hostile to American business 
is being based on these apparent tax advantages. These apparent benefits are 
contrasted with the tax burdens of the individual citizen, now near the all-time 
high and still increasing 

Any tax law whose operations can be used so effectively to smear American 
business, as Irving Olds, chairman of United States Steel, reports has happened 
in this case, needs reeXamination, and if not overhauling, widespread publie 
education to explain its justification. 

In conclusion, [ want to commend the committee for its work. If any point 
has been raised in this letter on which the committee would like further infor- 
mation, my time is at your command, 

Sincerely yours, 
HowarD BUFFETT. 


SUPPLEMENT A 
From the annual statement of the Minister of Finance, Hon. Douglas Abbott] 


HousE OF COMMONS DEBATES, APRIL 10, 1951 


Consumer expenditures are being restrained by consumer credit regulations, 
as well as by the higher taxes introduced last September, and will be further 
affected by the higher taxes I shall be proposing a little later this evening. 
Taken together we think that these measures are adequate to the circumstances. 

Heavy capital expenditures, on the other hand, are providing the most severe 
internal pressure and all signs point to increasing pressure from this source. 
In 1950 they were much more than double 1946 and 50 percent above 1947. The 
reported capital expenditure plans for 1951 indicate intentions to increase them 
by a further 15 percent over 1950, but it may be doubted whether such an 
increase is physically possible. 

Capital expenditures are much more difficult to hold within bounds. Mone- 
tary and credit policies are having a restraining effort, but a large proportion 
of business corporations still have a highly liquid position and to that extent 
are less affected by these financial controls. The increases in corporation in- 
come taxes which I shall be proposing will drain off substantial amounts of 
corporate profits but the total volume of profits remaining in corporate hands 
will still be sufficient to maintain and, in some cases, to increase the capacity 
of corporations to plan additional capital investment without recourse to bor- 
rowed funds. Ordinarily this is a good thing both for the corporations and for 
the country, but under present conditions all expenditures of this sort that 
are not essential should be postponed. 

Steel and related controls will place considerable restraints on less essential 
capital expansion, but they will not directly affect certain kinds of investment. 
In fact they could have the result of intensifying competition for such other 
materials and labor as are available. To embark upon all-out direct construction 
control would be an almost impossible task, as the experience of 1944-45 indi- 
eated., 

What we need is a stiff financial deterrent that will affect particularly the 
businessman who is considering the kind of investment which is attractive, 
not because of its long-term soundness, but because it can be written off out 
of the expected high profits of the next few vears at a time when he expects 
the rate of corporate income tax to be abnormally high. 

To provide this deterrent it is proposed to defer for a period of 4 years 
the right to charge depreciation on all capital assets acquired after April 10, 
1951, excepting certain classes of assets defined in the regulations and certain 
additional kinds of assets when certified as eligible by the Minister of Trade 
and Commerce. 

The principal classes of assets which will still be eligible for current depre 
ciation without a certificate will be those acquired— 

(a) For the production and distribution of electricity, gas and water; the 
provision of telegraph and telephone services; pipelines, gas and oil well equip- 
ment; lumbering equipment; patents and franchises. 

(bv) For use by individuals in farming, fishing, or a professional service. 
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The principal kinds of assets in respect of which the Minister of Trade and 
Commerce will be authorized, in his discretion, to issue certificates of eligibility 
for current depreciation will be those necessarily acquired for 

(a) Defense purposes. 

(b) The production and distribution of primary products in the farming, fish- 
ing, mining, petroleum, lumber and pulp and paper industries 

(c) Direct use in a transportation or communication business. 

Under the proposal, the right to charge depreciation as an expense is deferred, 
not cancelled or even diminished. For example, $10,000 of ineligible assets 
acquired after April 10, 1951, will earn no depreciation for tax purposes dur- 
ing the next 4 years; but in 1955 it can be transferred to the depreciable asset 
account at its full original cost. If it is a type of asset that can be written 
off in, say, 10 years, it will be written off in 1955-64 instead of in 1951-60. 

The deterrent will particularly affect the businessman whose decision to make 
a capital expenditure is strongly influenced by the expectation that he can 
write off a large fraction of his cost at a time when both profits and tax rates 
are abnormally high, particularly if it is a kind of investment with uncertain 
profit-making possibilities 6 or 8 years hence. In other words it will compel 
the businessman to give primary attention to the long-term prospects of pro- 
posed capital expenditures and if outside financial participation is required 
lenders will also take this view. 

There will, therefore, be a stiff deterrent on projects of uncertain long-run 
value and also on capital expenditures on frills, gadgets, and generally “dress- 
ing up” offices, stores, and buildings. This deterrent should reduce the com- 
petitive scramble for scarce materials and equipment and thus place less strain 
on direct controls. Such materials and equipment will tend to go to those 
who can make the best long-term use of them. Bidders who are anticipating 
short-run quick profits will tend to withdraw from the market. One further 
advantage is that the Government will not be telling anyone that he cannot 
do this or that. What will happen is that a financial penalty will be put, in 
the short run, on those who go ahead with less essential expenditures. 

These revised depreciation regulations will go into effect immediately and 
will apply to all capital assets acquired after April 10, 1951. * * * 


SUPPLEMENT B 


In 1948, the International Paper Co. determined to build a dissolving pulp 
mill at Natchez, Miss., and construction began within a few months. This plant 
was completed and placed in operation in June 1950. 

Yet, on February 7, 1951, the company applied for a certificate of necessity 
providing for 5-year amortization for 65 percent of the cost of its construction, 
which amounted to $20,937,000, after deducting the cost of the land. This ap- 
plication was signed on a certificate that carries this statement: 

“Tt is hereby certified * * * the series of facilities described * * * are neces- 
sary in the interest of national defense during the emergency period, and that 
65 percent of the cost of construction, reconstruction, erection, installation, or 
acquisition thereof, after December 31, 1949, is attributable to defense purposes.” 
{Italies mine. ] 

This application No, 2501 was recommended for approval on February 23, 1951, 
and a certificate was issued on February 28, 1951, signed by E. T. Gibson, Deputy 
Administrator, Defense Production Administration. j 

Here is a facility that was designed, constructed, completed, and placed in 
operation before the outbreak of hostilities in Korea. Yet, it is given the benefits 
of this special tax legislation. Since that time, the same corporation has se- 
cured a similar certificate No. 2286 for 65 percent of the cost of additions to this 
plant, involving expenditures of over $22,000,000. 

In this connection, I wish to make it clear that I am in no way objecting to 
the action of the International Paper Co. The necessities of business com- 
petition are such that it is incumbent on the management of any well-run con- 
cern to take full advantage of any tax laws that are available to them. This is 
exactly what International Paper has done in this instance, and their action 
indicates an alert management. 

At the same time, the approval of certificate 2501, covering facilities com- 
pleted and in operation before the Korean hostilities, demonstrates conclusively 
the reckless and irresponsible way in which this law is written. 
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rITLe Ill EXPANSION OF PRODUCTIVE CAPACITY AND SUPPLY 


Sec. 301. (a) In order to expedite production and deliveries or services under 
Government contracts, the President may authorize, subject to such regulations 
as he may prescribe, the Department of the Army, the Department of the Navy, 
the Department of the Air Force, the Department of Commerce, and such other 
agencies of the United States engaged in procurement for the national defense 
as he may designate (hereinafter referred to as “guaranteeing agencies’), 
without regard to provisions of law relating to the making, performance, amend- 
nent, or modification of contracts, to guarantee in whole or in part any public 
or private financing institution (including any Federal Reserve bank), by com- 
mitment to purchase, agreement to share losses, or otherwise, against loss of prin- 
cipal or interest on any loan, discount, or advance, or on any commitment in 
connection therewith, which may be made by such financing institution for the 
purpose of financing any contractor, subcontractor, or other person in connection 
with the performance, or in connection with or in contemplation of the termina- 
tion, of any contract or other operation deemed by the guaranteeing agency to be 
necessary to expedite production and deliveries or services under Government 
contracts for the procurement of materials or the performance of services for the 
national defense. 

(b) Any Federal agency or any Federal Reserve bank, when designated by the 
President, is hereby authorized to act, on behalf of any guaranteeing agency, as 
fiscal agent of the United States in the making of such contracts of guarantee and 
in otherwise carrying out the purposes of this section. All such funds as may be 
necessary to enable any such fiscal agency to carry out any guarantee made by 
it on behalf of any guaranteeing agency shall be supplied and disbursed by or 
under authority from such guaranteeing agency. No such fiscal agent shall have 
any responsibility or accountability except as agent in taking any action pursuant 
to or under authority of the provisions of this section. Each such fiscal agent 
shall be reimbursed by each guaranteeing agency for all expenses and losses 
incurred by such fiscal agent in acting as agent on behalf of such guaranteeing 
agency, including among such expenses, notwithstanding any other provision of 
law, attorneys’ fees and expenses of litigation. 

(c) All actions and operations of such fiscal agents under authority of or 
pursuant to this section shall be subject to the supervision of the President, and 
to such regulations as he may prescribe; and the President is authorized to pre- 
scribe, either specifically or by maximum limits or otherwise, rates of interest, 
guarantee and commitment fees, and other charges which may be made in con- 
nection with loans, discounts, advances, or commitments, guaranteed by the 
guaranteeing agencies through such fiscal agents, and to prescribe regulations 
governing the forms and procedures (which shall be uniform to the extent prac- 
ticable) to be utilized in connection with such guarantees. 

(d) Each guaranteeing agency is hereby authorized to use for the purposes 
of this section any funds which have heretofore been appropriated or allocated 
or which hereafter may be appropriated or allocated to it, or which are or may 
become available to it, for such purposes or for the purpose of meeting the necessi 
ties of the national defense. 

Sec. 302. To expedite production and deliveries or services to aid in carrying 
out Government contracts for the procurement of materials or the performance 
of services for the national defense, the President may make provision for loans 
(including participations in, or guarantees of, loans) to private business enter- 
prices (including research corporations not organized for profit) for the expan- 
sion of capacity, the development of technological processes, or the production 
of essential materials, including the exploration, development, and mining of 
strategie and critical metals and minerals. Such loans may be made without 
regard to the limitations of existing law and on such terms and conditions as 
the President deems necessary, except that financial assistance may be extended 


only to the extent that it is not otherwise available on reasonable terms. 


Sec. 8308. (a) To assist in carrying out the objectives of this Act, the President 
may make provision (1) for purchases of or commitments to purchase metals, 
minerals, and other raw materials, including liquid fuels, for Government use or 
for resale; and (2) for the encouragement of exploration, development, and 
mining of critical and strategic minerals and metals: Provided, however, That 
purchases for resale under this subsection shall not include agricultural com- 
modities except insofar as such commodities may be purchased for resale for 
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industrial uses or stockpiling, and no agricultural commodity shall be sold for 
such purposes at less than the higher of the following: (i) the current market 
price for such commodity, or (ii) the minimum sale price established for agricul- 
tural commodities owned or controllea by the Commodity Credit Corporation 
as provided in section 407 of Public Law 439, Eighty-first Congress. 

(b) Subject to the limitations in subsection (a), purchases and commitments 
to purchase and sales under such subsection may be made without regard to the 
limitations of existing law, for such quantities, and on such terms and condi- 
tions, including advance payments, and for such periods, as the President deems 
necessary, except that purchases or commitments to purchase involving higher 
than currently prevailing market prices or anticipated loss on resale shall not 
be made unless it is determined that supply of the materials could not be effec- 
tively increased at lower prices or on terms more favorable to the Government, 
or that such purchases are necessary to assure the availability to the United 
States of overseas supplies. 

(c) The procurement power granted to the President by this section shall in- 
clude the power to transport and store, and have processed and refined, any 
materials procured under this section. 

(d) When in his judgment it will aid the national defense, the President is 
authorized to install additional equipment, facilities, processes, or improvements 
to plants, factories, and other industrial facilities owned by the United States 
Government, and to install Government-owned equipment in plants, factories, and 
other industrial facilities owned by private persons, 

Sec. 304. (a) For the purposes of sections 302 and 308, the President is hereby 
authorized to utilize such existing departments, agencies, officials, or corpora- 
tions of the Government as he may deem appropriate or to create new agencies 
(other than corporations). 

(b) Any ageney created under this section, and any department, agency, 
official, or corporation utilized pursuant to this section, is authorized, subject to 
the approval of the President, to borrow from the Treasury of the United States, 
such sums of money as may be necessary to carry out its functions under sections 
302 and 303: Provided, That the total amount borrowed under the provisions of 
this section by all such borrowers shall not exceed an aggregate of $600,000,000 
outstanding at any one time. For the purpose of borrowing as authorized by 
this subsection, the borrower may issue to the Secretary of the Treasury its 
notes, debentures, bonds, or other obligations to be redeemable at its option 
before maturity in such manner as may be stipulated in such obligations. Such 
obligations shall bear interest at a rate determined by the Secretary of the 
Treasury, taking into consideration the current average rate on outstanding 
marketable obligations of the United States as of the last day of the month pre- 
ceding the issuance of the obligations. The Secretary of the Treasury is author- 
ized and directed to purchase such obligations and for such purpose the Secre- 
tary of the Treasury is authorized to use as a public-debt transaction the proceeds 
from the sale of any securities issued under the Second Liberty Bond Act, as 
amended, and the purposes for which securities may be issued under the Second 
Liberty Bond Act, as amended, are extended to include any purchases of obliga- 
tions hereunder. 

(c) In addition to the sums authorized to be borrowed under subsection (b), 
there is hereby authorized to be appropriated to carry out the purposes of sec- 
tions 802 and 308, such sums, not in excess of $1,400,000,000, as may be necessary 
therefor. 





REVENUE Act oF 1950 


Sec. 216. AMORTIZATION OF EMERGENCY FACILITIES 

(a) AMORTIZATION DepUcTION.—Chapter 1 is hereby amended by inserting after 
section 124 the following: 

“Sec. 124A. AMORTIZATION DEDUCTION. 

“(a) GENERAL RuLE.—Every person, at his election, shall be entitled to a deduc- 
tion with respect to the amortization of the adjusted basis (for determining 
gain) of any emergency facility (as defined in subsection (d), based on a period 
of sixty months. Such amortization deduction shall be an amount, with respect 
to each month of such period within the taxable year, equal to the adjusted basis 
of the facility at the end of such month divided by the number of months (inelud- 
ing the month for which the deduction is computed) remaining in the period. 
Such adjusted basis at the end of the month shall be computed without regard to 
the amortization deduction for such month. The amortization deduction above 
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provided with respect to any month shall, except to the extent provided in sub- 
section (f) of this section, be in lieu of the deduction with respect to such facility 
for such month provided by section 23 (1), relating to exhaustion, wear and tear, 
and obsolescence. The sixty-month period shall begin as to any emergency 
facility, at the election of the taxpayer, with the month following the month in 
which the facility was completed or acquired, or with the succeeding taxable year. 

“(b) ELECTION OF AMORTIZATION.—The election of the taxpayer to take the 
amortization deduction and to begin the sixty-month period with the month fol- 
lowing the month in which the facility was completed or acquired, or with the 
taxable year succeeding the taxable year in which such facility was completed 
or acquired, shall be made by filing with the Secretary, in such manner, in such 
form, and within such time, as the Secretary may by regulations prescribe, a 
statement of such election. 

“(c) TERMINATION OF AMORTIZATION DeEpuction.—A taxpayer which has 
elected under subsection (b) to take the amortization deduction provided in sub- 
section (a) may, at any time after making such election, discontinue the amorti- 
zation deductions with respect to the remainder of the amortization period, such 
discontinuance to begin as of the beginning of any month specified by the tax- 
payer in a notice in writing filed with the Secretary before the beginning of such 
month. The deduction provided under section 28 (1) shall be allowed, beginning 
with the first month as to which the amortization deduction is not applicable, 
und the taxpayer shall not be entitled to any further amortization deductions 
with respect to such emergency facility. 

“(d) DEFINITIONS.— 

“(1) EMERGENCY FACILITy.—As used in this section, the term ‘emergency 
facility’ means any facility, land, building, machinery, or equipment, or any 
part thereof, the construction, reconstruction, erection, installation, or acqui- 
sition of which was completed after December 31, 1949, and with respect to 
which a certificate under subsection (e) has been made. In no event shall 
an amortization deduction be allowed in respect of any emergency facility 
for any taxable year unless a certificate in respect thereof under this para- 
graph shall have been made prior to the filing of the taxpayer’s return for 
such taxable year, or, in the case of an emergency facility completed or 
acquired by a taxpayer after December 31, 1949, and before the date of enact- 
ment of the Revenue Act of 1950, unless a certificate in respect thereof under 
this paragraph shall have been made prior to the expiration of twelve months 
after the date of enactment of the Revenue Act of 1950. 

“(2) EMERGENCY PERIOD.—As used in this section, the term ‘emergency 
period’ means the period beginning January 1, 1950, and ending on the date 
on which the President proclaims that the utilization of a substantial portion 
of the emergency facilities with respect to which certifications under sub- 
section (e) have be made is no longer required in the interest of national 
defense. 

“(e) DETERMINATION OF ADJUSTED BASIS OF EMERGENCY Faciriry.—In deter- 
mining, for the purposes of subsection (a) or subsection (g), the adjusted basis 
of an emergency facility— 

“(1) There shall be included only so much of the amount of the adjusted 
basis of such faciiity (computed without regard to this section) as is prop- 
erly attributable to such construction, reconstruction, erection, installation, 
or acquisition after December 31, 1949, as the certifying authority, desig- 
nated by the President by Executive order, has certified as necessary in the 
interest of national defense during the emergency period, and only such 
portion of such amount as such authority has certified as attributable to 
defense purposes. Such certification shall be under such regulations as may 
be prescribed from time to time by such certifying authority with the ap- 
proval of the President. An application for a certificate must be filed at 
such time and in such manner as may be prescribed by such certifying 
authority under such regulations, but in no event shall such certificate have 
any effect unless an application therefor is filed before the expiration of 
six months after the beginning of such construction, reconstruction, erection, 
or installation or the date of such acquisition, or before the expiration of 
six months after the date of enactment of the Revenue Act of 1950, which- 
ever is later. 

“(2) After the completion or acquisition of any emergency facility with 
respect to which a certificate under paragraph (1) has been made, any 
expenditure (attributable to such facility and to the period after such com- 
pletion or acquisition) which does not represent construction, reconstruc- 
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tion, erection, installation, or acquisition included in such certificate, but 
with respect to which a separate certificate is made under paragraph (1), 
shall not be applied in adjustment of the basis of such facility, but a sepa- 
rate basis shall be computed therefor pursuant to paragraph (1) as if it were 
a new and separate emergency facility. 

“(f) DEPRECIATION DepucTION.—If the adjusted basis of the emergency facility 
(computed without regard to this section) is in excess of the adjusted basis 
computed under subsection (e), the deduction provided by section 23 (1) shall, 
despite the provisions of subsection (a) of this section, be allowed with respect 
to such emergency facility as of its adjusted basis for the purpose of such deduc- 
tion were an amount equal to the amount of such excess. 

“g) PAYMENT BY UNITED STATES OF UNAMORTIZED Cost oF Factniry.—If an 
amount is properly includible in the gross income of the taxpayer on account 
of a payment with respect to an emergency facility and such payment is certified 
as provided in paragraph (1), then, at the election of the taxpayer in its return 
for the taxable year in which such amount is so includible— 

(1) The amortization deduction for the month in which such amount is 
so includible shall (in lieu of the amount of the deduction for such month 
computed under subsection (a)) be equal to the amount so includible but 
not in excess of the adjusted basis of the emergency facility as of the end 
of such month (computed without regard to any amortization deduction for 
such month). Payments referred to in this paragraph shall be payments 
the amounts of which are certified, under such regulations as the President 
may prescribe, by the certifying authority designated by the President as 
compensation to the taxpayer for the unamortized cost of the emergency 
facility made because— 

“(A) a contract with the United States involving the use of the 
facility has been terminated by its terms or by cancellation, or 

“(B) the taxpayer had reasonable ground (either from provisions of 
a contract with the United States involving the use of the facility, or 
from written or oral representations made under authority of the United 
States) for anticipating future contracts involving the use of the facility, 
which future contracts have not been made. 

“(2) In case the taxpayer is not entitled to any amortization deduction 
with respect to the emergency facility, the deduction allowable under section 
23 (1) on account of the month in which such amount is so includible shall 
be increased by such amount, but such deduction on account of such month 
shall not be in excess of the adjusted basis of the emergency facility as of 
the end of such month (computed without regard to any amount allowable, 
on account of such month, under section 23 (1) or this paragraph). 

“(h) Lire TENANT AND REMAINDERMAN.—In the case of property held by one 
person for life with remainder to another person, the deduction shall be com- 
puted as if the life tenant were the absolute owner of the property and shall be 
allowable to the life tenant. 

“(i) Cross REFERENCE.—For special rule with respect to gain derived from 
the sale or exchange of property the adjusted basis of which is determined with 
regard to this section, see section 117 (g) (3).” 

(b) TecHNIcCAL AMENDMENTS.—Section 23 (t) is hereby amended by striking 
out “section 124” and inserting in lieu thereof “section 124 and section 124A”, 

(c) GAIN ATTRIBUTABLE TO AMORYIZATION DeEpUCTION.—Section 117 (g) is 
hereby amended by striking out the period at the end of paragraph (2) and 
inserting in lieu thereof ‘; and”, and by inserting after paragraph (2) the 
following new paragraph: 

“(3) gain from the sale or exchange of property, to the extent that the 
adjusted basis of such property is less than its adjusted basis determined 
without regard to section 124 A (relating to amortization deduction), shall 
be considered as gain from the sale or exchange of property which is neither 
a capital asset nor property described in subsection (j).” 

(d) Errective Dates.—The amendments made by this section shall be applica- 
ble with respect to taxable years ending after December 31, 1949. 


RENEGOTIATION AcT OF 1951 
TITLE 1, SEC. 103 
(f) Prorits Derivep From Conrracts WITH THE DEPARTMENTS AND SUB- 


©ONTRACTS.—The term “profits derived from contracts with the Departments and 
subcontracts” means the excess of the amount received or accrued under such 
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contracts and subcontracts over the costs paid or incurred with respect thereto 
and determined to be allocable thereto, All items estimated to be allowed as 
deductions and exclusions under chapter 1 of the Internal Revenue Code (exclud- 
ing taxes measured by income) shall, to the extent allocable to such contracts 
and subcontracts, be allowed as items of cost, except that no amount shall be 
allowed as an item of cost by reason of the application of a carry-over or carry 


back 


Defense Expansion Division, DPA Report on applications for necessity 
certificates under sec 124 1. as of Apr. 20, 1951 


Filed: 
Number : 8, 408 
Amount $17, 257, 820, 840 
Pending: 
Number : ; 7, O81 
Amount $12, 100, 729, 314 
Certificates issued: 
Number : ss 1, 096 
Amount applied for . $4, 9638, 667, 975 
Amount certified $4, 791, 528, 849 
Amount of TA . $3, 465, 792, 227 
Percent of TA . 70 
Certificates denied: 
Number 281 
Amount $193, 428, 551 


Defense Rapansion Division, DPA Status of sec. 3802 loan applications ree- 
ommended by delegate agencies for certicates by Defense Production Admin- 
istration, as Of Apr. 20, 1951 


Received Approved Denied ! Pending 
D i 
Nu! ‘ Nun Num ce Num a 
has A ur her Amoun toe Amount |" or A int 
Ag 
Commerce 20 $113, 599, 387 95 |$51. 103, 131 l $760, 000 3 $708, 260 
I 
im Ad t 
r Defense 4.79 WM 2 7 1) 1 2. 960, 000 
Defer Solid Fuel Ad 
tration 
iB M rals A 
D Electr Pow 
Ad I 
Defi f Ad 
D ' er 
4 14, 393, 404 2 6, G69, 973 2 RR, 400 
( 132. 787, 78 29 59, 808, 104 760, 000 6 3, 756, 660 
I) t include one application denied on Feb. 27 and later approved on Mar, 2, 1951 for $15,000 
\ 1 
Ar uct approved 


NOVEMBER 18, 1950. 
Subject: Applications for Certificates of Necessity TA-1 through 8, Jones & 
Laughlin Steel Corp. 
Dr. Epwarp C. WELSH, 
Npecial Assistant to the Chairman, 
National Security Resources Board, Washington 25, D. C. 

Dear Dr. WetsH: I am here summarizing the background facts and our 
recommendations on the Jones & Laughlin Steel Corp. applications. You are 
already familiar with the details through our previous discussions. The full 
reports are now being assembled and typed. 

The inducement to expansion of capacity provided fer in the accelerated 
amortization section of the Revenue Act of 1950 poses difficult administrative 
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problems. While the aim is to encourage industry to proceed now with ex- 
pansions which would not be undertaken on the basis of normal market 
expectations, there are wide differences of opinion as to probable market 
conditions following the present emergency. The matter is further complicated 
by the precedent of a shift from 100 percent certification to 35 percent certifiea- 
tion toward the middle of World War II, and by the fact that certifications 
granted now must be made in contemplation of the over-all expansion of ca- 
pacity yet to be made in connection with the defense production program. 

There is no question that all these facilities for which certification is sought 
are necessary to the defense effort, because ingot steel and steel products are 
essential to defense production and capacity is short of requirements. We feel 
that all added facilities, when judged by the outlook for a civilian economy after 
the end of 1955, will fall into three general classifications, as follows: 

Class 1. Facilities which without substantial conversion should find full 
and profitable use in the civilian economy. 

2. Facilities which without substantial conversion may be used to 
produce a produce for which there is no assurance of a full and profitable 
civilian market. 

Class 3. Facilities which with or without conversion would not be usable 
to produce at a profit. 


Class 


Steel ingot production, taken by itself, presents the following picture. Ca- 
pacity is now about 100 million tons per year. Prior to the Korean incident 
the steel industry had embarked on an expansion program to provide roughly 
3 million additional tons of capacity. Following that incident, and in response 
to the request of Secretary Sawyer, the industry revised its immediate expansion 
program upward, until it now has scheduled an expansion which will bring 
capacity to about 110 million tons. Our present knowledge of defense and 
other civilian needs indicate that a second major expansion may be required be- 
fore 1955, though opinion has not crystalized as to its size. Were this second 
expansion to approximate or surpass that which is now scheduled, the total 
expansion would exceed the rate of growth of the steel industry for any previous 
5-vear period. It is clear that until very recently the steel industry regarded an 
expansion of more than 8 million tons as beyond that required by the civilian 
economy in the immediate future. There is no substantial unanimity of opinion 
as to whether an expansion which would approximate or surpass the one now 
scheduled would or would not exceed that required to meet the needs of an 
expanding civilian economy after 1955. 

Land is in a class by itself insofar as conterns the propriety of certification. 
In general the value of land is not effected by the passage of time nor by 
obsolescence, because it is determined essentially by the use to which it is or 
could be put. Moreover, except for accelerated amortization under certification, 
the owner has no depreciation deduction for his land, so that from a practical 
point of view any amortization which he receives is an extraordinary benefit. 
In TA-1 we recommend that the land be deleted from the appendix A. 

Replacements we have handled, as previously agreed between us, by the 
ratio of the productive capacity of the expanded facility compared with its 
capacity if none of the existing facilities were to be dismantled and replaced. 

The applicant has submitted amended appendix A summary sheets on each 
application in order to simplify certification by eliminating all those estimated 
expenses which will not be capitalized and also the ineligible portion of the 
cost of any facility on which construction had commenced prior to January 
1, 1950. 

The attached analysis sheet shows in the first column the estimated cost for 
each application as originally submitted. The second column shows the revised 
cost as stated in the amended appendix A. The 3 percentage columns show, first, 
the percentage of such revised costs after deducting allowance for replacements ; 
second, the percentage allowance for postemergency utility; and, third, the over- 
all percentage recommended for certification. The final column applies this over- 
all percentage to the estimated costs for which certification is recommended, in 
order to show the estimated dollar value of each certificate 

The method by which we arrived at the percentage allowance for the replace- 
ment factor is largely arithmetic. The second percentage, which makes allowance 
for postemergency earning power of the facilities, is largely a matter of judgment, 
arrived at in each case as follows: 
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TA-1, TA-2, and TA-3.—The open hearth, the blooming and slabbing mill, and 
the scarfing yard are all equally necessary to increase production of ingot steel 
at the Pittsburgh works. These facilities belong in class 2, since it is not certain 
that all ingot steel capacity will be in full profitable use after 1955. These 
facilities will require no conversion to continue to produce ingot steel. If there 
were no question as to the ability of the civilian economy to absorb the proposed 
increase in capacity, we would recommend 50 percent certification (after deduc- 
tion for land, replacements, ete.), because, in our considered judgment, something 
in the neighborhood of 50 percent certifications would be required to expedite 
the first steel program. However, since there is no substantial agreement that 
all ingot steel capacity will be in full profitable use after 1955, and lacking an 
exact mathematical formula for close calculation of the admitted risk, we feel 
that 75 percent fairly covers the risk on all of these facilities. After deductions 
for land and replacements, the 75 percent level results in our recommendations of 
6S percent for TA-—1, 37 percent for TA-2, and 75 percent for TA-3. 

7 A—4.—The bar mill requires consideration of the probable postwar market 
for hot-rolled steel bars. Civilian consumption of this semifinished steel product 
has been dropping in terms of output compared to capacity in the light of the 
over-all rate of steel production. World War II experience indicates that a war 
economy steps up the demand for hot-rolled bars, but as yet we are unable to 
judge whether the required increase in bar mill capacity will match or will outrun 
the probable increase in ingot steel capacity. We feel that 80 percent makes fair 
allowance for the risk, which obviously is greater than that on steel ingots. 
After allowance for the heavy degree of replacement, we recommend 88 percent 
for the bar mill. 

TA-5.—The coke ovens belong in class 2 along with the open-hearth shop, the « 
blooming mill, and the searfing yard, because their output is essential in the pro- 
duction of ingot steel. Additional coking facilities are needed not only for steel 
expansion but also to maintain present levels of steel production. Moreover, 
weight must be given to the pressing defense demand for larger supplies of 
coke byproducts such as benzine and toluol. Since there is no replacement, we 
recommend 80 percent for the coke ovens. 

lr A-6.—The rod mill will produce high-quality steel rods suitable for making 
cold-rolled wire, which is increasingly needed for mass production on modern 
machinery of a wide variety of defense and civilian items. This case falls be- 
tween class 1 and class 2 and therefore is entitled to somewhere between 50 and 
75 percent for risk. After replacement allowance, we recommend 48 percent 
certification for the rod mill. 

T A~-7?.—The new electrolytic tin plate line is the only one of the eight facilities 
in class 1, because it will make a product for which the postemergency civilian 
market appears unquestioned. But we must also consider the critical need of 
conserving pig tin. Electrolytic plating, as compared with hot-dip, requires 
a very much smaller amount of pig tin to produce the same amount of tin plate. 
Moreover, although possible military needs are not yet defined, we understand 
that this new Aliquippa line will be one of the very few in the country equipped 
to produce electrolytic tin plate heavy enough to be acceptable in packaging food 
products for the armed services. No replacement is involved in this case. We 
recommend 50 percent certification for the new electrolytic tin plate line. 

7 A-8.—The new ore bridge and unloading facilities at Cleveland will greatly 
accelerate the rate of unloading ore and so permit much shorter turn-around 
time for the ore boats. Moreover, rebuilding the ore dock to carry the much 
heavier new equipment will create storage capacity for an additional 230,000,000,- 
000 tons of ore without additional capital outlay. As an essential step in making 
ore available to maintain production of ingot steel, these facilities would fall 
in class 2. Increased ore-handling and storage facilities at the lower lake ports 
have great strategic value as insurance against possible damage to the Soo 
locks. After allowance for replacement, we recommend 80 percent certification 
for the new ore bridge, the new unloading facilities, and the rebuilding of the 
ore dock. 

Very truly yours, 
FRANK R. CREEDON. 
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Jones & Laughlin Steel Corp—Analysis of value of certification recommended 
by National Production Authority 


Cost estimate Percentage after! Recommended for 





sllowance for certification 
TA See 7 —t in ee ‘ oe ‘ 
No. Facility Post- 
| Original | Revised Re- Sunes: I er | Value 
| place- gency cent- 
ment utility age 
1 | Open hearth ---.......- 959, 100 | 1 $56, 620, 274 | 90 75 68 | $36, 884, 406 
2 | Blooming mill 3, 762, 300 20, 759, 213 50 75 7 7, 680, 909 
3 | Scarfing yard , 625, 000 4, 222, 805 100 75 75 | 3,167,104 
4 | Bar mill = aha 921, 000 14, 771, 000 18 80 3S 5, 612, 980 
5 | Coke ovens = 7, 248, 700 6. 948, 700 100 80 80 5, 558, 960 
6 | Rod mill 10, 130, 000 9, 930, 000 80 60 48 4, 766, 400 
7 | Tin plate mill Ba bd 19, 702, 000 18, 302, 000 100 50 50 9, 151, 000 
8 | Ore handling............- bt 3, 182, 000 2, 882, 932 92 75 69 1, 989, 223 
Total ‘ : 144, 530, 100 134, 436, 924 . 74, 810, 982 
Recommended for certification ! : a 2. 378, 500 - 
a od outta 32, 058, 424 — 


1 Deletion of land TA-1 results in $54,241,774 balance of estimated costs recommended for certification. 


DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR, 
Washington, D. C., April 8, 1951. 
Hon. Wittr1Am H. Harrison, 
Administrator, Defense Production Administration. 


My Dear Mr. Harrison: I am transmitting herewith, for your consideration, 
a statement commenting upon the Defense Production Administration memo- 
randum of March 1, 1951, describing the administration of the accelerated amorti 
zation program to date. 

In this statement, we have attempted to put accelerated amortization in the 
setting of the particular expansion needs of this emergency period, to analyze 
the cost implications of the high level of percentages so far established, to analyze, 
further, the basic reasoning underlying these high percentages, and to relate 
accelerated amortization functionally to the other available expansion devices. 
Our position, as expressed in this statement, is in favor of a significant lowering 
of the level of percentages for new facilities having a reasonable prospect of 
postemergency economic value, for a relation of accelerated amortization actions 
to programmed expansion, and for an integrated utilization of all of the expan- 
sion tools. 

In forwarding this statement, I am fully aware of the fact that the recom- 
mendations of this Department, on individual applications referred to us for 
processing, have been generally in line with the pattern of percentages originally 
established by the National Security Resources Board for the steel industry and 
thereafter extended to certain other industries. 

However, because of my concern with this problem I have admonished each 
of the Defense Administrations under my jurisdiction to program their needed 
expansion as carefully as possible and to be more conservative in their recom- 
mendations of percentages of accelerated tax amortization. In some instances 
I have requested restudy of recommendations which have come to me in the 
interest of reducing the rates. We have expressed our concern with this problem 
to members of your staff. 

I believe it is necessary now that we make sure that the program is as soundly 
and conservatively based as possible and I therefore urge your serious considera 
tion of these comments as you are crystallizing the policy which will guide all 
of us in making recommendations concerning accelerated tax amortization, as 
well as the use of other forms of financial assistance, such as direct Govern- 
ment loans, guaranteed loans, and guaranteed purchase contracts. 

Sincerely yours, 


Oscar L. CHAPMAN, 
Secretary of the Interior. 
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COMMENTS OF THE INTERIOR DEPARTMENT ON DPA MEMORANDUM RE AMORTIZA- 
TION OF EMERGENCY FACILITIES UNDER SECTION 124A OF THE INTERNAL REVENUE 
Cope, Marcn 1, 1951 


INTRODUCTION 


Government policy conceives the current emergency to be one requiring an 
immediate and substantial increase in military strength and the maintenance of 
that strength against any military eventuality over an indefinite period of time; 
the assurance of the essential productive capacity needed to support a sufficiently 
strong and growing economy to enable us to carry a heavy defense program 
for an unlimited period with minimum controls upon the economy during the 
long term: and the imposition of such economic restrictions and controls dur- 
ing the short term as are necessary to permit the needed increase in the output 
of military supplies and the needed expansion of facilities for military and 
essential civilian production to be achieved as quickly as possible. 

In this respect, the current emergency differs from the early World War II 
period when the country was preparing rapidly for a global war. Then, the 
objective was to convert all possible capacity to military production, to provide 
any additional capacity needed for that purpose, and to do both as quickly as 
possible at Whatever temporary impairment of the domestic economy might be 
necessary, consistent with a short-term, all-out national effort. The current 
emergency differs from the early World War II period further in that there 
was considerable more flexibility and elasticity in the economy at that time 
than there is today. The country was then emerging from a period of relatively 
low economic activity; its productive facilities were by no means fully employed. 
Before Korea, on the other hand, the country’s productive facilities were virtually 
completely utilized for civilian production. To sustain that high level of eco- 
nomic activity and, at the same time, to provide the facilities needed for mili- 
tary production puts a heavier premium upon facilities expansion now than in 
1941 and a particularly heavy premium at this point of time in the present emer- 
senecy upon an extensive facilities expansion program. 

Accelerated amortization is concededly a necessary and useful facilities expan- 
sion device, but it does not follow that it should be relied upon as the principal 
expansion tool for achieving broad facilities expansion, as under the present 
policy. This policy, which has resulted in an average of 72.5 percent of the cost 
of the facilities already certified being subject to accelerated amortization, it is 
submitted, will lead to excessive cost to the public. 

The facilities for which accelerated amortization is being sought appear to be 
essentially facilities of a type that are basic to the long-term needs of the 
economy, e. g., integrated steel and aluminum facilities, freight cars, and basie 
petroleum refining facilities, and therefore facilities with intrinsic long-term 
economic value, Since it is fair to assume that a full employment economy will 
be maintained for some period of time, whether or not the emergency is of long 
duration, these facilities can also be expected to have an actual high degree 
of economic utility after the emergency. The average of 72.5 percent for ac- 
celerated amortization allowed under the present policy, however, presupposes 
that the certified facilities will have an average postemergency economic value of 
about 80 percent. The present policy, moreover, seems to assume that the needed 
new facilities will suffer the full impact of any reduction in demand after the 
emergency, Whereas, because many of the new facilities will be more efficient than 
the older facilities, the older facilities will probably suffer rather than the new. 

It is agreed that the expansion of needed facilities must be achieved as 
quickly as possible. It is also agreed that facilities expansion should be achieved 
so far as possible by private financing and with a minimum of Goverment inter- 
vention. Within these limits, however, sound publie policy dictates that facili- 
ties expansion should be achieved at a minimum cost to the public. A pay-as- 
we-go fiscal policy and the inflationary effect of excessive cost makes this an 
essential objective. 


1It is to be noted that the Special Committee Investigating the National Defense Pro- 
gram found that, with reference to facilities valued at $6 billion for which 100 percent 
necessity certificates were issued during World War IT, the cost of the war could have 


been reduced by $3 billion. (S. Rept. 440, pt. 6, SOth Cong., 2d sess., 1948, pp. 233-234.) 








ad 
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THE COST OF THE PRESENT AMORTIZATION POLICY 


The approximately 4,100 applications filed to date for accelerated amortization 


certificates represent total investments in excess of $11,500,000,000° The certifi- 


cates already issued involve estimated investments of $3,500,000,000. As a bench 
mark, it is to be noted that capital expenditures for new facilities in 1951 are 
expected to amount to $24,000,000,000, 

It is estimated that, of the $11,500,000,000 investment involved in the applica- 
tions filed to date, nearly $5,000,000,000 would be financed, during the short 
term, out of tax revenues under the present amortization policy, and, depending 
upon the useful life of the facilities and the postemergency tax rate, that the 
total cost to the public over the long term could be $2,500,000,000 to $3,000,000,000, 
While it is difficult to judge the amount of the saving to the public that would 
result from a more conservative amortization policy, it is apparent that the 
present average percentage is too high and that a substantially lower average 
would reduce the cost to the public significantly. The analysis that follows is 
intended to point out the magnitude of the cost of the present amortization policy, 
rather than to try to measure it precisely. 

Assuming an average normal life of 25 years for the certified facilities and 
an average percentage of 70 percent for amortization, the 5-year write-off for 
the facilities for tax purposes would amount to 76 percent of their total cost, 
or a 56-percent write-off in excess of normal depreciation.“ Translated into 
dollars, the total 5-year write-off for investments aggregating $3.5 billion would 
be more than $2.6 billion, or a write-off in excess of normal depreciation of more 
than $1.9 billion. With an effective tax rate of 77 percent, the certificates already 
issued for facilities estimated to cost $3.5 billion could amount to a loss of tax 
revenue during the emergency of over $1.5 billion.* 

Given a constant ratio of denials of applications of about 2 percent, a constant 
average of 70 percent for accelerated amortization, and a constant tax rate 
of 77 percent, the total applications already filed could result in a loss of 
tax revenue during the emergency of nearly $5 billion. Whatever the amount 
of the actual total cost of the certified facilities, an average of 70 percent for 
aceelerated amortization and a 77-percent tax rate means that more than 438 
percent of the cost will be financed, for the short run, out of tax revenues. If 
the total investment in facilities certified over the next few years amounted, 
say, to $30 billion, which is not considered at all unlikely, the short-term loss 
of tax revenues could therefore approximate $138 billion. 

While the average percentage for amortization may decrease and some of 
the firms receiving amortization may not be subject to the excess profits tax rate, 
these considerations tend to be offset by the probability of a significant increase 
in the total investment for which accelerated amortization will be sought, as 
further applications are filed, as well as by the likelihood of an increase in the 
effective tax rate. 

The foregoing cost estimates, of course, do not take account of postemergency 
tax recoveries, nor of the interest cost to the Government on the funds thus 
made available to industry during the emergency, at a rate of about 214 percent. 
For facilities having post-emergency economic value, accelerated amortization 
is an interest-free “loan,” repayable in part after 5 years. If the useful life of 
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2During World War II, some 41,000 applications were granted for facilities estimated 
to cost $7.3 billion 

8 For purposes of accelerated amortization, the Congress, in effect, has assumed a 5-year 
emergency period, as during World War II. Since the 5-year period begins to run with the 
month in which a facility is completed, or, with the succeeding tax year, the 5-year period 
will be different for different facilities. Thus, for a facility constructed in 1951, the 
5-year period of accelerated amortization would probably be 1951-6: for a facility com 
pleted in 1953, the 5-year amortization period would probably be 1953-58 

*Even if all corporations were subject to the present over-all limitation of a 62-percent 
tax rate, the loss of tax revenues during the emergency would be over $1.2 billion. If, 
as recommended by the Treasury Department, however, the combined normal, surtax, and 
excess-profits tax were raised to 85 percent, the loss would be nearly $1.7 billion: if the 
over-all limitation were set at 70 percent and all corporations were subject to such limi- 
tation, the loss would be nearly $1.4 billion. 
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the facility is long, for either civilian or military purposes, and the tax rate 
drops substantially after 5 years, the amount repaid will be low. If the life is 
short and the tax rate remains high, the amount repaid will be greater. In 
the past, the tax rate has traditionally dropped after war emergencies, but, even 
if the tax rate does not decline after 5 years, the public will bear the cost of 
interest on the tax payments postponed during the emergency—a factor of very 
real value to the firms receiving accelerated amortization. 

Thus, with an effective tax rate of 77 percent during the emergency, and an 
average postemergency tax rate of 45 percent, only 58 percent of the “loan” 
(equal to more than 43 percent of the investment in facilities assumed to have 
an average useful life of of 25 years) would be repaid; if the average post- 
emergency tax rate were 55 percent, 69 percent of the loan would be repaid. 
Including the cost of interest, the total cost to the public would be 29 percent of 
the amount of the total investment involved if the postemergency tax rate were 
45 percent, and about 21 percent if the postemergency tax rate were 55 percent. 
At the lower rate, the total long-term cost of the estimated investment of $11.5 
billion involved in the applications already filed would amount to more than 
$3 billion; at the higher rate, the total long-term cost would amount to about 
$2.5 billion. If the total investment involved in facilities certified over the next 
few years amounted to $30 billion, the total long-term cost would be almost $9 
billion (at the lower rate) and more than $6.5 billion (at the higher rate). 

Although the long-term cost to the public must be weighed against the short- 
term cost, the short-term cost should not be minimized by undue emphasis on 
the lesser, long-term cost. Under a pay-as-we-go tax policy, the short-term loss 
of revenue must, of necessity, be compensated for by increasing the already heavy 
tax burden of the people as a whole; i. e., by shifting the tax burden of a rela- 
tively few corporations to other tax-paying segments of the public.’ Moreover, 
if accelerated amortization is included in prices as well as for tax purposes, it 
could have a significant inflationary effect as well, at a time when inflationary 
pressures are otherwise inordinate. 


AMORTIZATION AS AN INCENTIVE 


The high percentages being granted for amortization are the result of using 
accelerated amortization as an “incentive,” rather than as a means of com- 
pensating for genuinely accelerated expiration of economic utility, the same in 
character although more rapid in rate than normal depreciation for tax purposes. 

Certainly, it is expected, and the Congress assumed, that the Government 
should compensate industry for unusual risk occasioned by abnormally short 
economic utility of needed new facilities due to postemergency economic condi- 
tions or unusual costs. This is especially true of facilities for the production of 
military end items. But even for many of the facilities producing military 
products, total cessation of the emergency will not necessarily entail complete 
loss of their economic value. For those facilities, on the other hand, whose 
products are used in identical form for both civilian and military purposes, 
cessation of the emergency may entail no less at all, and generally where this 
is true no special incentive should be needed over and above fair compensation 
for unusual cost, if any. Some of the new facilities for the production of such 
products may be less economic than the older facilities, but the converse will 
frequently be true, in which case the new facilities will remain in full use not- 
withstanding a drop in postemergency demand and the older, less efficient plants 
will probably be abandoned. 

The obsolescence of existing facilities is a factor which has not been given 
adequate consideration under the present amortization policy. If a firm is now 
using an old plant which would have to be replaced within 5 years even at pre- 
Korean levels of demand, normal profits and normal depreciation during 5 years 
would constitute full compensation for the construction of a new plant now. 
Even if the firm would normally wait somewhat longer than 5 years before 
replacing its less efficient present plant, anything approaching 100 percent ac- 
celerated amortization would be excessive compensation. High percentages for 
amortization are nevertheless being granted for industries where there is a high 
degree of obsolescence in existing plant, e. g., the steel industry. 

Granting the appropriateness of 100 percent amortization for facilities with no 
likely utility after the emergency (excluding consideration of scrap value), it is 


' The likely effect of the present amortization policy will be to cut the tax rates for 
corporations receiving necessity certificates at least in half. 
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obvious that high percentages, in the neighborhood of 60-85 percent, for facilities 
which can reasonably be expected to have postemergency utility are discrimina- 
tory; that relatively greater assistance is being given to the latter than to the 
former type of facility, contrary, it would seem, to the intent of Congress. In- 
deed, percentages of less than 50 percent for accelerated amortization appear 
to be regarded as of little or no value, whereas, in fact, for facilities having 25 
years usefulness, 40 percent accelerated amortization would permit a 55-percent 
write-off of the investment in 5 years, or 32 percent in excess of ordinary deprecia- 
tion; 20 percent amortization would permit a 40-percent write-off in 5 years, or 
20 percent in excess of normal depreciation.’ This discrimination in favor of 
facilities with likely long-term utility appears to be due to a failure to differen- 
tiate between compensation for unusual risk plus normal profit and providing 
for an added incentive in the form of extraordinary profit. 

One hundred percent accelerated amortization will not permit a firm to recoup 
its investment in 5 years, let along make a profit, if the output of the certified 
facility is sold at a price which includes only normal depreciation and a small 
margin, although, in general, a firm’s total profit, including profit from other 
sources, can be expected to make up the difference. Where this is not the case, 
something in addition to 100 percent accelerated amortization may have to be 
offered as an incentive to bring forth needed expansion, as, for example, an 
increased price or a guaranteed market. In other cases, however, high percent- 
ages for amortization under the incentive theory may be more than is needed 
to compensate for risk of loss of economic value plus normal profit, thus including 
needless subsidy. This is particularly true where the high percentages are 
applied on an industry-wide basis—a point which is discussed below. 

While recognizing that incentives may be needed in addition to accelerated 
amortization, it is believed that these incentives should be supplied insofar as 
possible through the use of the other expansion devices provided by the Con- 
gress. The expedient use of the other available tools has not been fully con- 
sidered, nor does consideration appear to have been given to other possible 
expansion measures, such as DPC legislation ; on the contrary, the present policy 
of almost exclusive reliance upon amortization for expansion purposes is jus- 
tified, in part, by the lack of such legislation. At least, if amortization is to be 
used as an incentive, it is recommended that “incentive” be defined and that 
criteria be established for distinguishing between risk plus normal profit and 
extraordinary profitability, and for measuring these two factors. 





INDUSTRY-WIDE PERCENTAGES FOR AMORTIZATION 


A fundamental aspect of the present amortization policy is the establishment 
of identical percentages for facilities producing the same product. These indus- 
try-wide percentages have been established at a sufficiently high level to enable 
small companies and those in weak financial condition to participate in the ex- 
pansion program along with the larger and stronger companies. Admittedly, 
then, the large companies and those in relatively good financial condition are 
receiving unnecessary gratuities. Furthermore, as indicated above, industry- 
wide percentages cannot take account of the needs of individual firms—e. g., 
in terms of prices and tax status—without resultant inequity, on the one hand, 
and needless subsidy, on the other. To put it differently, an industry percent- 
age by itself is meaningless; it is the net benefit to the individual firm that de- 
termines whether the percentage granted will produce new facilities. 

Industry-wide percentages do not permit either of differentiations for the pro- 
motion of dispersal of industry, protecting small business, strengthening regional 
economies, and invigorating competition. In industries where expansion needs 
are great, relative to existing capacity, and where existing, large firms within 
the industry must be relied upon primarily to provide the new emergency facil- 
ities, a high industry percentage would tend to increase the concentration of 
economic power and to lessen the chances of growth of competition in the indus- 
try after the emergency. Moreover, there is serious doubt that industry-wide 
percentages can bring forth the particular kinds of facilities needed, on a sched- 
uled time basis, and at desired locations. 





®[It should also be noted that the present practice is to round out the percentages for 
amortization to the nearest 5 percent. There seems to be no reason for not rounding 
out to the nearest 1 percent instead, and several reasons for doing so, among them the 
cost involved. On the basis of the figures cited above in the text, it is clear that the 
difference, in terms of cost to the public, of 2 or 3 percent for a facility involving an 
investment of several million dollars is not insignificant, 
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Industry-wide percentages also overlook the possibility that many of the new 
facilities acquired now will have full economie utility after the emergency even 
if there is a contraction of demand; that contraction of demand may affect other 
producers with less efficient plants who do not now expand. 

For these several reasons, there is serious question about the wisdom of giving 
high percentages to some firms because they are needed by others. Such a policy 
inevitably means that firms that need no special assistance will actually get lar- 
ger benefits than those firms needing special assistance. 

It is reeognized that there are valid considerations of administrative expedi- 
ency which have led to the adoption of industry-wide percentages, but it is be- 
lieved that their inherent deficiencies more than outweigh the adniinistrative 
problems involved in considering individual applications on a case-by-case basis. 
Many of these difficulties could be obviated, if individual cases were evaluated 
against planned expansion programs for given industries, buttressed by indus- 
try economic analyses. With such programs and analyses it should at least be 
possible to establish a range of percentages for each of the major industries 
Within which most of the applications for amortization would fall. Such 
ranges should result in some percentages for facilities not yet certified lower 
than the percentages granted for similar facilities already certified, thus crea- 
ting some inequities in favor of those firms which have already been granted 
amortization certificates. In general, of course, taxpayers in the same industry 
should be treated equally, but there is no “iron rule of equal taxation.” More- 
over, since there are applications on hand, and others can be expected, from both 
large and small companies, no particular size firm would bear the brunt of re- 
duced percentages resulting from the introduction of ranges as a substitute for 
uniform industry percentages. On the contrary, it Would seem, such a revision 
would be of particular help to small business. 


AMORTIZATION AS A FINANCING DEVICE 


Another fundamental aspect of the present amortization policy is the concep- 
tion of accelerated anvortization as a financing device. This concept, in fact, 
seems to underly the high industry-wide percentages which, as shown, result in 
amortization being granted where not otherwise necessary, or in greater 
amounts than otherwise necessary. 

Accelerated amortization can obviously be of assistance to firms with financing 
problems, especially newcomers to given industries and small firms, since greater 
net income after taxes is thereby made available with which to repay borrowed 
capital. The finance-facilitating feature of accelerated amortization, however, 
is an incident of this device and should not, except in unusual circumstances, 
be regarded as its purpose. And, in no circumstances, should extraordinary 
profits be included in accelerated amortization allowances to facilitate private 
financing. 

Generally, the jnancial condition of industry is good. Where unusual risk 
or cost is an impediment to private financing, percentages for accelerated 
amortization which compensate for risk plus normal profit should be sufficient 
to facilitate private financing. Where this is not the case, or where there is no 
justification for accelerated amortization in terms of possible loss of economic 
value, capital can be provided by direct Government loans or by Government 
guaranties of private loans. Although losses may be sustained by the Govern- 
ment as a result of such loans or guaranties, the loss would almost certainly 
be less than the cost of giving a firm a large part of its investment in order to 
make it possible to raise the rest privately. 

The unwisdom of using amortization for purely financing purposes is even 
more apparent when employed in connection with direct Government loans. 
Present policy, it is understood, requires a borrower to apply for accelerated 
amortization, whether he wants it or not, as a condition of obtaining a loan. 
By granting amortization certificates in these circumstances, the Government 
in effect is insuring itself against partial nonpayment of its loans by giving the 
borrowers money with which to pay them back. 


PROBLEMS IN THE USE OF AMORTIZATION 
Probably the most difficult problem involved in the use of accelerated amortiza- 


tion is that of evaluating the postemergeney economic value of new facilities 
acquired how. 
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The percentage for amortization must be set at the time of expansion, yet it 
is impossible to determine in advance the extent of the possible economic loss 
intended to be covered. Moreover. a postemergency decline in total demand for a 
product is no indication of the loss in sales to be suffered by a particular firm, 
as has previously been pointed out. In many cases there is no simple connection 
between the loss of sales by a firm and the loss of value of a particular facility 
of that firm. The extent of the loss to be compensated for is also uncertain 
because of doubt as to whether construction costs after the emergency will be 
higher or lower than current costs. Finally, the date of possible economic loss 
is not known inasmuch as the emergency may last beyond the 5-year period 
assumed by Congress tor amortization purposes, 

All of these factors point to the desirability of exploring the possibilities of 
permitting adjustments of aceelerated tax amortization on the basis of actual 
loss at the end of the emergency period, when the amount of the loss is deter- 
minable. This approach would permit more expedition at present, insure the 
full intended return to the taxpayer when prices and sales do not affect the 
accelerated amortization allowance, prevent undue and unintended tax revenue 
losses by the Government, and generally afford more equitable treatment as 
between all taxpayers granted accelerated amortization. There are possible 
alternative methods for carrying out such adjustments, which should be ex- 
plored. One such method might be to amend the provisions of the Internal 
Revenue Code in respect to accelerated obsolescence so as to permit businessmen 
investing in defense facilities to write off the remaining cost of such facilities 
retroactively upon an actual showing of lack of postemergency usefulness due 
to economic factors for accelerated obsolescence. While the burden of proof 
would be on the taxpayer to show that accelerated obsolescence has occurred, 
as under the present law, the broadening of the basis for granting accelerated 
obsolescence would enable taxpayers presenting bona fide cases to overcome an 
administrative hurdle which in the past has prevented reasonably full use of 
obsolescence allowances. Because this general approach requires new legislation, 
however, it is offered as a possible ultimate solution. 

For the immediate present, it is believed that the problem of measuring 
postemergency utility could be substantially reduced if reasonable, uniform 
assumtions were to be established by DPA as to the level of economic activity and 
the size of the military budget after 5 years. Given such assumptions, and 
the expansion programs and industry analyses mentioned earlier, it should be 
possible to establish a considerably lower level of percentages than those estab- 
lished under the present policy, without impeding needed facilities expansion, 


USE OF OTHER EXPANSION DEVICES 


As indicated above, it is believed that more effort should be made to employ 
effectively the other available expansion devices, particularly the financing 
devices, and to integrate their use with the use of accelerated amortization. 
The lending authority, for example, appears to have been used only slightly, 
presuinably due very largely to the use of accelerated amortization as a financing 
device. The loan guaranty authority under section 302 of the Defense Produc 
tion Act has not been invoked at all, apparently for the same reason. As between 
direct Government loans and Government guaranties of private loans, the latter 
would seem to be generally preferable, both from an economic and an admin- 
istrative standpoint: (1) They are probably less inflationary; (2) they require 
less Government staff and administrative machinery; and (3) they do not enter 
into the Federal budget and thus affect deficits and taxes. 

For this reason, and because of the objection to using accelerated amortization 
as an aid in obtaining private financing, consideration should be given to more 
extensive use of loan guaranties. 


CONCLUSION 


The burden of the foregoing argument is for a lowering of the average level 
of percentages for amortization ; not for a curtailment of investment in facilities 
expansion. Although the lowering of amortization percentages will inevitably 
result in inequities as between the early-comers and later-comers, the present 
high industry-wide percentages are themselves creating inequities within indus- 
tries, especially as between the large and the small companies. More im- 
portantly, the inequities inherent in a lowering of the amortization percentages 
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now would be more than offset by the greater degree of equity that would be 
achieved in the long run as between the various groups of taxpayers, and 
particularly if the current emergency should continue for a protracted period 
of time 

Careful consideration should be given to the integrated use of all of the 
available expansion devices and to other useful devices not yet available, this 
being essential to the lowering of the level of percentages for accelerated 
amortization and, generally, to the achievement of needed facilities expansion 
at minimum cost to the public. 

Finally, all of the expansion devices, including accelerated amortization, 
should be used against programed expansion needs, thereby assuring that the 
particular kinds of new productive capacity will be provided, when and where 
needed, and permitting the facilities expansion program to be related to the 
allocations and price-control programs, 
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